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CHAPTER^I 
INTRODyCTION_Tg_THE_STyDY 
The basic behavioral \init in almost all societies is the 
family. Family is a complicated purchasing organisation which buys 
a tremendous variety of goods and services during a period of time. 
To carry out the purchasing operation, there is task specialisation 
backed by certain tacit relationships, These arrangements vary 
greatly from family to family and with respect to different products, 
All the purchases in a family pass through a certain decision 
process. The character and extent of interaction between husband 
and wife appear to present an extremely important dimension of the 
decsion process, 
• A major task facing marketers is to identify the decision-
making^unit involved in the purchase of their product, ''A decision-
making vinit is an individual or a group of individuals in a decision-
making process, who share a common goal or goals which the decision 
will hopefully help them to achieve, and who share the risks arising 
from the decision*', For some products and services, it is easy 
to identify the decision-making unit. For example, men are normally 
the decision making \anit for cigarettes and women are the decision 
making unit for cosmetics. On the other hand, the decision-making 
1, R.D. Buzzell, R,E.M, Nourse, J.B, Mathews, Jr., and T.Levitt, 
Marketing; A Contemporary Analysis, 2nd ed. (New York; Mc 
Graw-Hill Book Company 1972; p, 62, 
xinit for a family automobile or a television is likely to consist 
of husband, wife and older children. In these cases the marketer 
must identify the roles and relative influence of the various family 
members so that he can effectively target his communications and 
product features. More specifically, the modern marketer must knowI 
(aJ Who in a household makes (influencesJ consxamer purchase 
decisions ? 
ih) How husbands and wives describe their role in making 
purchase decisions ? 
An answer to these two questions will help the maketer to 
effectively target his communications and product features, It 
would also be helpful to social scientists who want to know how 
families function as organisations. A study which would help 
answer these questions has hardly been carried in India. 
Objectives and Hypotheses; 
The present study envisages to find out the decision-making 
unit (DMUJ for television (a durable product^ and crockery (a semi-
durable item). 
The objectives of the study are to; 
(a) find out the dimensions of husband - wife interaction in 
the purchase decision of durable and semi-durable household 
products; 
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{h) define the extent of agreement by wife and husband on the 
purchase of a particular product, 
(c) depict how the decision-dimensions are influenced by the 
four important factors viz., income, profession, literary 
standard and age. 
Besides achieving the objectives, the study also attempts 
to test the following hypothesis I 
H-1.1. In the purchase of television (a durable household itemJ, 
the influence exerted by husbands is considerably higher 
than that of wives. 
H-1.2, Both husband and wife (jointlyJ play a predominant role in 
the actual buying of television. 
H-2,1. In the purchase process of crockery (a semi-durable item^, 
the influence exerted by wives is fairly higher than that 
of their husbands. 
H-2.2. Wives play a predominant role in the actual purchase of 
crockery. 
H-3.1. The extent of above influence by different individuals/ 
groups varies between income groups, age groups, between 
families of different profession with different literary 
standards. 
H-3.2, The extent of above influence by different individuals/ 
groups also varies among the different decision* aspects 
of the purchase of a product. 
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Two products - Television and Crockery - have been chosen 
for this study. Out of these two products, television represents 
consumer durables and crockery represents semi-durables. The 
following criteria were considered for selecting the above products! 
(i) The buying of these products represent an important husband/ 
wife decision, 
(ii^ The purchase of these products involves substential 
financial out lay, 
(iiiJ Both the products are used jointly by several family members, 
(ivJ The products' purchase also involves social importance. 
Samples and sampling procedure; 
Since the project is on studying role of family in consiomer 
purchase decisions, the family was considered as a sampling xinit. 
Non-probability convenience sample method was adopted to choose 
the sample items. Due to time and financial constraints, the 
sample size was limited to 125 families. While selecting the 
sample items, every care was taken that families represented 
different income groups, age groups and professions. 
The study is confined to three cites viz., Delhi, Ghaziabad 
and Aligarh. Almost 80% of the data was collected from Delhi 
because of its being a aetrogeneous city comprising people of all 
social walks. Since the residents of this city come from different 
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parts of the country, they have different languages, different 
religions different social attitudes and also different buying 
habits. While chosing the sample, every care was taken that it 
reflects the general social characteristics of these cities, 
A non-disguised structured guesti^ anare was developed to 
collect the data. Both the 'husband and wife' of the sample were 
personally interviewed. This was done so that respondents could 
give free and frank answers about their perceptions, The time of 
interview was chosen in such a manner that both the members would 
be available at home. Before starting the actual interview, a 
short preliminary talk was given to establish rapport with the 
respondents. 
9i§2Si£i£3£i22_2f-.5s£S • 
As stated earlier, the data was collected from 125 families. 
But only 105 questionaires could be included in the study because 
of a few questionaires not being complete in all respects. Questions 
were asked regarding the age, qualification, profession of both 
husbands and wives and average monthly income of the family. 
The following picture emerged when the data was analysed 
according to age, qualification, occupation and average monthly 
family income. 
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1 . 
2. 
3. 
4. 
Table 1.1 
^3SZSi2S-£ii2Si£i£§£i22_2l_£®2B2S^®St§ 
Below 25 years 
25 years to 35 years 
35 years to 45 years 
More than 45 years 
Total 
Husband Wife 
1 
16 
38 
50 
105 
8 
21 
47 
29 
105 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
Table_1^2 
QH§iifi£§ti2SZ^i§S_£i§2§ifi£§ti2S_2f-£22E2S5'£S£S 
Husband 
Below H i g h e r Seconda ry 
H i g h e r Secondairy 
G r a d u a t e s 
P o s t - g r a d u a t e and above 
T o t a l 
Wife 
15 
14 
35 
41 
10 5 
It 
34 
16 
28 
27 
10 5 
i (^  <^u|,ye^ea 
"J\J^ V*^ 
fu^xV, •o<>t •ry ^'t^ ^Wi.y. 
Table 1.3 
Q££!iE§£i2Sl^i§§_£i§25ifi£§£i29-23^_£S§E2S^SStS 
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1 . 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
Service 
Teaching 
Business 
Professional* 
House wife 
Total 
Husband 
49 
20 
19 
17 
— 
10 5 
Wife 
11 
10 
— 
2 
82 
10 5 
Table_1^4 
^Y££§3£_2J2Si^iY_f§?9iiY-iS£25}S 
1. Upto Rs. 1,000 3 
2. Rs. 1,001 to Rs. 2,000 55 
3. Rs. 2,001 to Rs. 3,000 37 
4. More than Rs. 3,000 10 
Total 10 5 
•Professional group includes. Engineers, Doctors, Managers, 
Chartered Accountants, Lawyers etc. 
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The limitations of the study are as tjnder I-
1. The sample size is not completely representative of all the 
localities of Delhi, Ghaziabad and Aligarh, 
2. It does not also represent all the communities residing 
in these cities, 
3. Number of sample is taken without any relation to the 
number of families staying in these cities. 
4. The chances of personal prejudice and bias can not be ruled 
out because the method adopted for data collection was that of 
personal interview. 
5. In multiple choice questions, the results may be biased by 
the order in which the alternative answers are given. 
In view of the above limitations, the conclusions based on 
the present study should be taken as indicative of the broad trends 
only. 
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CHAPTER_II 
(Part I) 
C0NSyMER_BEHAVI0R2_REVIEW_gP_EXISTING_LITERATTO^ 
The •'marketing concept'' or consumer orientation, now 
pervades the thinking of those who teach and write about marketing^ 
and it is slowly but increasingly being introduced into the thinking 
of marketing practitioners. The essence of modem marketing concept 
consists in finding out the various means needed for the satisfac-
tion of consiamers and this, in turn, requires a thorough under-
standing of consumer needs, wants and motivations. The marketing 
concept replaces and reverses the logic of the sales concept. The 
sales concept starts with the firms existing products and considers 
the task as one of using selling and promotion to stimulate a 
profitable voliame of sales. The marketing concept starts with the 
firm's existing and potential customers and their needs, it plans 
a co-ordinated set of products and programmes to serve these needs, 
and it hopes to build its profits on creating meaningful value 
satisfaction, Levitt emphasized this difference when he observed 
''The difference between the two concepts is more than semantic. 
Selling focusses on the needs of the seller, marketing on the needs 
of the buyer. Selling is preoccupied with the seller's need to 
convert his product into cash, marketing carries the idea of 
satisfying the needs of the customer by means of the product and 
the whole cluster of things associated with creating, delivering 
and finally consximing it' ' , 
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In order to understand the consumer and his needs, one must 
know what is consumer_behavior, Without this, it would be very 
difficult for the marketers to segment markets effectively and to 
design the strategies for an effective penetration into defined 
market segments, The marketer must play an active role in antici-
pating consumer needs and wants, in shaping their desires and 
aspirations, and in helping them in the solution of their numerous 
day-to-day problems. Such a policy of a business house suggests 
that consximer satisfaction is the important objective for the 
marketer. It emphasises that the guaranteed route to profit is 
only through consumer satisfaction. 
Engell, Kollat and Blackwell have defined consxiraer behavior 
as ;-
''The acts of individuals directly involved in obtaining and 
using economic goods and services including the decision process 
2 
that precedes and determine those acts''. 
In a developed economy where the production and distribution 
system is complex and the available range of goods and services is 
wide, a full iinderstanding of the consumption decisions in such 
2. J.F. Engel, D.T, Kollat and R.D, Blackwell, consumer_behavior, 
2nd ed. (New York : Hott, Rinehart Wiston, Inc., 1973) p. 5. 
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places requires the study of every aspect of a persons' entire life 
time experiences. Thus, in the broadest sense, cons\imer behavior 
and hximan behavior would be identical fields of study. 
The practical importance of consumer behavior! 
The study of the consumer behavior is essential for xinder-
standing the macro-marketing problems i.e, how a society meets the 
needs of its people on an aggregate. The concern of finding solu-
tion to micro marketing problems has motivated others to study 
consumer behavior. A typical problem for instance, is the alloca-
tion of advertising budget among various media alternatives so as 
to maximise effective e)<posure among important consumer groups. 
The another typical problem may be the selection of packing materials 
that provides adequate physical protection for the product and are 
yet attractive to the cons\jmer. 
Both in micro and macro-marketing, the knowledge of consumer 
behavior can be utilised. By analysing the consumer behavior, the 
marketer can explore and evaluate new market opportiuiities. 
Although consumer behavior is complex the identification 
of a few basic relationships that capture the essence of modern 
social science theory can serve to introduce the sxibject. Further-
more, since consvimer behavior is a part of overall human behavior, 
any theory of consumer behavior must be consistent with what is 
basic to human behavior. 
9 
Lewin offers a conceptual view that straanarises the essence 
of contemporary thinking and portrays human behavior as the result 
of inter-action among components of what is viewed as one's life 
3 
space . This can be represented as follows I-
B = f ( P, E ) 
Here B represents behavior, f - function^ P - person and E -
Environment. This means that an individual's behavior is the 
result of interaction between the individual and his environment. 
The behavior referred to here is broad and involves all, h\unan 
actions including 'buying behavior', The person (P) in this 
formula is composed of at least two distinct dimensions. One is 
•heridity' and the other is 'learning'. The (E^, environment 
component recognises the influence of both the near physical and 
social setting on behavior. 
The life space referred to above consists of the total 
facts that psychologically exist for an individual at a given 
moment. The life space is really the totality of the individual's 
world as he perceives it,* and in such a content a thing exists 
3. H.H, Kassarjian, ''Field Theory in Consumer Behavior'*, in 
Consumer_Behavior^_Theortical_Sources, S, Ward and 
T, Robertson Edited, (Englewood, cliffs. New Jersyl Prentice-
Hall, Inc., 1973), pp. 124-30. 
A firtofi's ^cholo<Ho«i ritid 
Pati 
frwironiiV'iti 
^ ^ Man in the 
Pfi»»<'fti 
(N»;»!»k .Mid 
/ « \ 
•«»«m4MMMlak Futut* 
Source: Jam. s K. Engel, David D. Kollat and Roaers D 
Blackwell, Consumer Behavior, 2nd edition, (Nev/ York; 
Holt, Rinhert and Winston, Tnc 1973; p. 2. 
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only if it has demonstrable effects on behavior. The life space has 
also been called a person's psychological field. This is shown in 
the fig. No. 2,1. 
The above figure indicates that, a person is moved by basic 
needs that are internal and exist largely apart from his environment, 
As a hximan being, he has a considerable capacity to call upon his 
past experiences and observations as well as to anticipate the 
future. In addition, man as a social being is profoundly influenced 
by other people and, of course, is affected by the physical environ-
ment as are other forms of life. Despite individual uniqueness and 
the complejcity of forces that affect people, an orderly study of 
hximan behavior is possible, 
Cons\amer_analysis_in marketing! 
Marketing thought has undergone a metamorphosis because of 
infusion of behavioral science concepts. The present thought is 
a blend of the old and the new. But for the purposes of clarity, 
we should discuss both traditional view point as well as the 
recent modifications that have come from psychology and sociology. 
Early attempts to understand buying behavior I 
'Motive' or 'internal urges' is the term which creates 
action among the consumers. In marketing literature motive may he'.-
1. Primary and selective. 
2. Rational and emotional. 
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3. Patronage and product. 
4, Conscious and dormant. 
By considering the substance of each of these four kinds of 
motives, we can use them in modified form, P£i2J2EY_§iiYi22_^ 2£iYiS 
are ordinarily defined to be those that lead to the purchase of a 
general class of product or service. 
Selective_BuYing_Motive means when one purchases a specific 
brand of a product. Rational motives usually include economy, 
efficiency, dependability and durability. Emotional motives are 
often assumed to include price, status, pleasure, uniqueness and 
showiness. We can distinguish rational/emotional as! rational 
purchase takes more time and effort whereas we mayj consider impulse 
buying as emotional, 
Es££22§2®-.5?2tiYS ""^ Y ^ ® referred to as the reason for 
selecting a source from which a groduct may be purchased and 
££2^1i££-S2tiYSS ^^® ^^^ reasons for selecting one product over 
another or one brand instead of another brand. These often in-
clude such product features as colour, quality, availability and 
price, 
Conscious_Motives are generally considered those reasons 
for action that a person is readily aware of, and therefore, they 
need not be assured by a sales person or advertisement. 22£2§G£ 
motives are hidden from selfawareness and need to be aroused. 
No doubt, these early view points are appealing but they 
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suffer from significant weaknesses. One main weakness is that 
their simplicity has obscured other variables, By merely focusing 
on motives as the principal explanatory factor to consxamer actions, 
much has been overlooked. Behavior can be substentially influenced 
by other variables, such as personality, time pressure, perceived 
risk and the views of others. By distinguishing between rational 
and emotional dichotomy, we mean that objective purchases are 
purposeful while subjective purchase criteria such as beauty, 
prestige and love, are not. Probably it would serve consumer 
behavior research best if the rational/emotional distinction is 
avoided. 
Theoritical models-A study of recent contributions I 
The last ten years have witnessed the development of several 
forroal, general models of buyer behavior. Three current consumer 
models are selected to demonstrate the direction that experimental 
work is taking. These models are (1) Nicosia model, {2) Howard-
Sheth model, and (3^ Engel, Kollat, and Blackwell model. Each 
model attempts to tie together in a logical fashion the most 
important variables that operate in the buying situation. Virtually 
all of these models view the buyer as a problem solver and informa-
tion processor. That is the buyer is aroused by some stimuli to 
want something, he gathers or receives information, the information 
alters his attitudes, other factors lead to buying or rejecting 
the product, and he has post-decision feelings. Thus these models 
represent specific attempts at identifying all the significant 
16 
variables that shape consumer action and the interrelation among 
these factors, 
These are truly unique accomplishments and have made several 
4 
noteworthy contributions , 
1. They have brought to light the limitations of the attempt 
to transplant various behavioral theories developed in other 
disciplines such as psychology and sociology without appropriate 
modification. 
2. Through persistent efforts, consumer analysts have gained 
much self confidence in formulating comprehensive theories. 
Although considerable work remains to be done, there is a feeling 
of having made some progress, 
3. This developmental process in an, applied discipline such 
as 'consumer behavior' has also fostered a demand for comprehensive 
theory that is grovinded in reality, based upon realistic assumptions 
and verifi'able propositions. 
The developmental process that has been talcing place in the 
study of human behavior shows that, the accomplishments of the last 
ten years in the discipline of consumer behavior were not revolu-
tionary occurances but evolutionary steps in the study of human 
4. J.N. Sheth, Models of Buyer Behavior! Conceptual, Quantitative 
and Empirical (New York ; Harper and Row, Publishers, 1974), 
pp. 39 4-9 5. 
behavior, 
Thompson and Van Houten have summarised the evolutionary 
process very well . They describe three classifications or models 
of man which are representative of the theoritical development that 
has taken place in the study of human behavior. Their model group-
ing includes ;-
1, Conflict models of man 
2, Machine models of man 
3, Open system model of man 
Conflict models of man describe human behavior as the result 
of struggle between good and evil. The individual is shown basically 
as a medixim through which these forces emerge, Myers and Reynolds 
suggest that it is applicable to advertising . 
Machine models of man focus upon the S-R sequence meaning 
that man is essentially Pavlovian. These models recognise the 
importance of acquired drives, i.e. the drives that are learned 
throughout the life. In this model self-preservation is the 
basic requirement. 
5, J.D. Thompson and D.R, Van Houten, The_Behavioral_Sciences; 
An_interpretation, (Reading, Massachusetts Addison,,,,wesley 
Pxob, Co,, 19 7o; pp, 4-13, 
6, J,H, Myers and W,H, Reynolds, Consumer Behavior Marketing 
Management, (New York, Houghton Mifflin Company, 1967J 
pp. 91-93, 
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Now-a-days, the awareness has led in another theoritical 
direction, that goes considerably beyond the scope of what machine 
models basically represent. This develojxnent is called as open-
system model by Thompson and Van Houten, 
In this model transactional view of human behavior is taken. 
It is viewed as pro-active. People can and do take initiative, 
Man's behavior requires such cognitive process as the thinking, 
planning and decision-making. Another feature of this perspective 
of man is concern for his mental content and how it is acquired. 
Another major emphasis »n the open system model is social. This 
includes transactional oriented involvements as well as use of 
reference groups, 
A nioinber of disciplines have contributed to the emerging 
view of human behavior. 
Here we will discuss three open system models of integrative-
comprehensive theories of consumer behavior. These are the Nicosia 
Model, Howard/Sheth Model and the Engel, Kollat and Blackwell Model, 
Francesco Nicosia, a leading scholar in the field of consumer 
behavior, published one of the earliest integrative comprehensive 
7 
models , Nicosia describes its simplest form in the following 
7, F.M, Nicosia, Consumer Decision Processes, Marketing and 
Advertising Implications (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey 
Prentice Hall, Inc, 1966). 
19 
sequence . 
A first approximation of the structure would consist of the 
flow/ the firm, its advertisement, the consximer's possible exposure 
to it, the interaction between the advertisement and the consumer's 
predispositions operating or evoked at the time of exposure, the 
possible formation of an attitude, the possible transformation of 
this attitude into a motivation, the possible conversion of this 
motivation into an act of purchase and then back to consumer's 
g 
predisposition, and to the firm . 
John Howard proposed the first truely integrative-comprehen-
9 
sive model of buyer behavior in 1963 , But the results of combined 
efforts of Howard and Sheth provided much of the needed clarifica-
tion and elaboration of the earlier Howard model. The Howard-Sheth 
model is essentially an attempt to explain brand choice behavior 
over time 
The Howard/Sheth model focuses on repeat buying, and relies 
on four major components-stimulus inputs, hypothetical constructs, 
8. Harold H. Kassarjian and Thomas S, Robertson, Persgectives^^in 
consumer_behavior^__revised. (Scott. Foresman and Co. Glenview, 
Illinois, Brignton, England J, p. 518. 
9. J.A. Howard, Marketing_M2t^_AnalYsis^and_Planning 
(Homewood, Illinois; Richard D-Irwin, Inc. 1963^ 
10. J,A. Howard and J.N. Sheth, The_TheorY_of_BuYer_Behavior 
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc. 1969 J. 
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exogenous variables and response outputs, The stimulus inputs 
emanate from the marketing and social environments. The hypothetical 
constructs represent the buyer's internal state and include per-
ceptual and learning variables. The exogenous variables, including 
social class and culture, influence the hypothetical constructs. 
Finally, the response outputs represent a hierarchical set of 
possible responses from attention to purchase behavior. 
The decision process model of consumer behavior has four 
basic components, (1) central control unit (CCUJ, (2) consumer 
information processing component (3^ the consumer decision process, 
{A) constraints on the consumer decision process. The C.C.U. 
consists of stored information and experience, evaluative criteria, 
attitudes, personality and a filter and functions as the consumer's 
psychological command centre. The consumer information processing 
component receives incoming stimuli and interacts with the C.C.U. 
via each of its four components viz.," exposure, attention, compre-
hension and reaction. The consumer decision process has five 
stages; (1^ Problem recognition (2J Internal search and alternative 
evaluation (3-) External search and alternative evaluation, (4j The 
purchasing process and (5) The decision outcome. All stages are 
not necessarily included in each purchase decision. External 
.11. J.F. Engel, D.T. Kollat and R.D. Blackwell, Op.CCt. 
21 
influences such as income, the family, cultxire or other can serve as 
constraints on the first three stages of the decision process. 
Most consumer decisions are not complex enough to fully 
utilise the complete model (external decision process behavior^. 
These decisions will follow either a limited decision, process 
behavior or a habitual decision process behavior. Research suggests 
that the following four types of variables will determine which 
decision process the consumer will most likely utilise, 
1, Situational variables, 
2, Product characteristics, 
3, Consumer characteristics, 
4, Environmental variables. 
The preceding discussion has highlighted the importance of 
study of consxjmer behavior to a marketing man, Consumer behavior 
essentially involves choice, for individuals cannot consume all the 
things they like and hence, they must choose. In analysing the 
consumer behavior, the marketing man has to use the decision process 
approach which examines the events that precede and follow the 
purchase. The marketing man must be aware of the fact that although 
everyone is a unique person, there are similarities among people 
(all men are equal* some are more equal) that make it possible to 
systematically study hiunan behavior. Thus, the systematic study and 
analysis of the consumer and his behavior patterns will lead to 
insights that will permit business to use their resources more 
effectively. 
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CHAPTER_II 
(Part II) 
£2NSyMER_BEHAVI0R;_REVIEW_0F_EXISTING_LITERATyR^ 
Ed?15tIzi^§_S2tS_AND__INFLUENCE_gN_CONSUMER_BEHAVig 
The family is the basic economic unit in the consiomer market, 
and as such it carries out production, cons\araption and exchange 
activities. To carry out family purchasing operations, there is 
member task specialisation backed by certain tacit relationships. 
These arrangements vary greatly for different products and families. 
Because the family is so familiar to us, we often fail to adequately 
consider its relevance to consumer behavior. This is more so in 
case of India where literature on constiraer behavior in general and 
on family influences in particular is almost non-existent. But in 
other countries extensive research has been carried out in this 
direction which has definitely improved the understanding of the 
consumer behavior, 
A marketer, in order to understand consumer behavior must 
understand the role and influence of the family members in 
purchasing decisions. The various aspects that are relevant for 
understanding the consumer behavior are how family influences 
affect an individual's attitudes, values, motives and personality 
characteristics, 
In studying the family as a group which influences the 
consumer behavior, at least two perspectives may be used. First, 
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the family may be viewed as an agent that influences its individual 
members. This involves an awareness of the effect that various 
beliefs, life-styles, socio-economic status, and patterns of inter-
action among members have on individual member's market behavior. 
Therefore, it is in this context, that the family is seen as a 
reference group. 
Because of the nature of man, a young person must be cared 
for and nurtured both physically and psychologically,* most often 
this is handled in a family environment. Parsons and Bales contend 
that no society has foxind effective substitute arrangement for the 
family 
The second perspective views family as a unit that has 
specific identifiable characteristics and an existence beyond a 
simple summation of the behavior or outlook of its individual 
members. The uniqueness of consumption patterns of the family 
entity is often a product of the intimacy of shared concerns and 
priorities, and these result in behavioral patterns worthy of 
special study 
12, Parsons and B.F, Bales, FamilY^_Socialisation_and_Inter-
action Process, (New York; The Free Press, 1955). 
13, The term 'family' generally refers to a group of people who 
are related by blood, marriage or legal adoption. Indivi-
duals who simply live together in an apartment or dormitory 
{ Contd. ) 
2 A 
Unique aspects of family I 
Although family forms and functions vary from culture to 
culture, the family as an institution is recognised universally. 
In contrast to large social systems, the nuclear family' a primary 
group. As such, it is characterised by intimate face to face 
association and cooperation. The face to face intimacy and asso-
ciation means, among other things, that the family is often uniquely 
important in influencing an individual's personality, attitudes and 
motives. 
Family is different from other reference groups in the sense 
that it is both an earning and consuming unit. The consumption 
needs of each individual as well as family must be satisfied 
Foot Note 13 
contd. 
as room-mates are not considered a family in the customary 
use of the term. This general definition does not sufficiently 
deliver the family entity so as to permit identification of 
the influences and interactions that are important to the 
consxamer analyst. So, in order to achieve considerable classi-
fication, among the following types of families. 
The nuclear family, the extended family the family of orienta-
tion, the family of procreation. 
It will also be helpful to differentiate between the family 
and household. Also, all families are households, but all 
households are not families. The term household refers to a 
living unit or entity for consumption purposes, whereas the 
term family is used to refer to at least two related people. 
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from a conunon pool of financial resources, This means that individual 
needs must sometimes be subordinated to the needs of other family 
members or to the needs of the family as a whole. 
The family, being a primairy group that both earns and 
consiimes, differs from larger social systems in the sense that it 
performs what might be termed as a mediating function. The norms 
of a larger social system, culture, sub culture, reference groups, 
social class and so on are filtered through and interpreted by 
individuals in a family setting. Because family members have 
different attitudes and personality characteristics, because they 
share common financial resources to meet individual family needs, 
this process of mediation may substentially alter the influences 
of larger social systems on individual consximption behavior. 
Family influences on individual members I 
The family shapes its member's personality characteristics, 
attitudes, and evaluative criteria, i.e. the way its members look 
at the world and how they relate to it. This influence is informal 
to a large extent and exerted on the individual over an extended 
period of time. Part of this influence includes the acquiring of 
a consvimer outlook. As Boyd and Levy have contended — ' ' People 
are bom with apparently insatiable needs and desires, From their 
first moments, they are learning what specific things to consume* 
and the ways to consume them, and, quite as important, what not 
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14 to consume'' 
In describing similar circumstances, Riesman and Rose Borough 
stated that what children learn from their parents is a kind of 
basic set of domestic arrangements. For instance, a view of furni-
ture as specific functional items to acquire rather than as a 
stylistic concept and consequently, the need for home furnishing 
such as rangeS/ refrigerators and television sets. The same 
individuals are likely to learn styles and modes of consumption 
15 from their peers 
Fig, 2.2 illustrates the relations among larger social 
systems, the family/ and the individual. It can be noted that the 
nuclear family plays two important roles. First, the interaction 
among family members help shape individual personality^ evaluative 
criteria and attitudes. Second, the nuclear family often performs 
a mediating or interpretation function in exchanges among members. 
Particularly as these relate to resolving differences concerning 
the needs of the family as a whole. These two functions are 
stimuli or inputs into the individual's central control unit and 
14. H.W. Boyd, Jr. and S.J, Levy, Promotion, A behavioral view 
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey I Prentice Hall, Inc., 1967). 
15, D. Riesman and H. Rose Borough, ''Carriers and consTimer 
behavior'' in_consuraer_behavior^_the_life-cYcle_and_consum 
behavior^_Vol_._II, L, Clarck ed. (New York,* New York 
University Press, 19 55) p, 3, 
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1973; p. 192. 
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are subject to the complex processes of exposure, attention, 
comprehension, and retention. As such they have varying degrees 
of influences on an individual's psychological make up. 
One example of these family influences in action is the 
impact that a family's social class can have on its life style and 
subsequently on its member's buying behavior. The differences that 
arise from social class membership basically are reflected in 
variations in values, interpersonal attitudes, self perception 
and daily life routines 
The family as a buying and consuming entity I 
As mentioned earlier, the nuclear family is a veiry signi-
ficant economic and social unit in most societies. Personal goals 
and expectations are brought together, shared and shaped by family 
members in such a way that the family itself takes on a set of 
characteristics that reflects those of its members' but which 
nevertheless, are unique to it. Decisions regarding the purchase 
and use of goods and services are made by families through the 
interaction of its members. Consequently, it can be said that 
family decision making is similar to that of individuals' who act 
16, T,S, Robertson, consumer behavior (Glenview, Illinois, 
Scott! Foresman and Co,, 1970J, p. 122. 
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on their own behalf, can be characterised by a decision process 
model, 
Families and family behavior have been studied extensively 
by social scientistis in a nxomber of disciplines including sociology, 
social psychology, and anthropoly, home economics, consumer psychology, 
economics and marketing. However, as Perber pointed out at a recent 
symposium focusing on the family, relatively little attention has 
been given to bringing together the various dimensions of consumer 
behavior within the framework of the family to provide a more 
17 
realistic explanation of economic behavior 
Ferber has developed a simplified decision-making framework 
18 
with specific attention given to family saving and spending 
In Fig. 2,3, Ferber has divided the family's economic 
decisions into two types-financial and non-financial. The decisions 
in the financial grouping include decisions dealing with money 
management, savings, spending and asset management. Because this 
framework was used primarily to discuss financial decisions all 
other decisions that a family may make are grouped together under 
what is called nonfinancial. 
17. R. Ferber, ''Family decision making and economic behavior'*, 
in Family Economic Behavior, Problems and Prospects,' F.B. 
Sheldon, ed (Philadelphia,* J.B. Lippincott Co., 1973 J, p. 29. 
18. R. Ferber, Op. Cit. p. 30-38. 
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Behavior' in Family Economic Behavior, Problems ann Frosopcts; 
P.B. Sheldon ed. (Philadelphia! J.B. Lipr incott Comriany, 1973) 
p. 29. 
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It may be noted that in Ferber's framework both financial 
and non-financial decisions are affected by the available 
financial resources of the family, by the objectives or goals of 
the family and by the attitudes of the family members. 
The above framework takes into consideration the fact that 
family decisions in some instances are dominated by influences 
that are external and not under the family's control. In parti-
cular these include economic and political events in the community 
in which the family lives and personal experiences of the indivi-
dual family members, such as births, deaths, marriages and 
accidents, 
A number of more detailed models have been developed. 
Sheth has made one of the roost recent contributions. He offers 
a comprehensive model of family decision-making in consumer 
behavior which is presented in the figure No, 2.4, 
This figure represents his attempt to specify the nature 
of family decision making in consumer behavior, and brings together 
the findings of various social scientists in a comprehensive 
representation, 
Looking at the Sheth model, it can be noted at the far 
right that the consumption of a family is classified as that of '. 
1. the individual members 
2. the family as a whole 
3. the household unit 
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This approach to classify family consumption points out 
that the demand for goods and services may be collective and 
direct, or collective and indirect, or individual, 
As represented by the model. The family consumption is 
considered to follow family buying decisions. This indicates 
that generally gifts, rentables and acquisitions by means other 
than buying are not explicitly taken into account. This seems 
appropriate because these latter forms represent a small propor-
tion of the goods and services consumed by most families. 
Family buying decisions are identified as either §H£o1|komous -
made by a single member or joint - made by at least two members of 
the family. The theory as a whole has four major subsections. 
That can be observed in the model, These are as follows '. 
1. Individual members of the family, their predisposition, and 
the underlying buying motives and evaluative beliefs about products 
and brands, 
2, Determinants of the motives and beliefs of the individual 
members that are both external and internal. 
3. Determinants of autonomous versus joint family decision 
making. 
4, The process of joint decision making with consequent 
inter-member conflict and its resolution. 
Both Ferber and Sheth have drawn attention to the importance 
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of focusing on the family as a Tinique consuming unit. But 
family is a dynamic entity, i.e. families change over time. 
For many reasons, family composition changes over time. 
This may substentially alter the family needs, its decision 
making process and its market behavior. The change in the com-
position of family is named as family life-cycle, which is 
presented here in its common form. 
Young single person not living at 
home (non-family household). 
Young married couples with no children. 
Young married couples with yoxingest 
child tmder six. 
Young married couples with dependent 
children of six or over. 
Older married couple with dependent 
children. 
Older married couple, with no children 
living with them. 
Older people who have lost their spouse 
and are living alone and away from 
their children. 
The scheme takes note of the fact that changes in family 
composition are likely to be more important, in terms of market 
behavior than one's age or simply the aging process of the family 
members, The special needs and desires of families at each stage 
1, Bachelor stage 
2, Newly married couples 
3, Full nest I 
4, Full nest II 
5, Full nest III 
6, Empty nest 
7, Solitary survivors 
32 
of the family life cycle offer unique market opportunities, i.e. 
these needs and desires offer opportunities for governmental 
agencies, non-profit organisations and businesses to be of service. 
Specifically, the concept of life-cycle can be used to Z 
1, Identify target markets 
2, Forecast demand 
Family role structures! 
Family role structure refers to the behavior of nuclear 
family members at each stage in the decision-making process. We 
can understand this by studying the various forms of role special-
isation that occur in a family. 
Role structures are of fundamental importance to the 
marketing executive, for they often'influence the design and 
packaging of products, the types of retail outlets handling the 
product, media strategies, creative strategies and many other 
types of decision. The following chart depicts the relationship 
between nuclear family role structure and decision process ', 
Basis of role structure Types of role structure Decision process 
1. Cultural influence 
2 . Sxib-cultural 
influences 
3. Reference Group 
influence 
4. Characteristics of 
nuclear family 
5. Type of product 
1, Role structure 
categories 
2. Role structure 
specificity general 
or product 
1. Problem 
recognition 
2. External 
search 
3. Alternative 
evaluation 
4. Purchasing 
process 
5. Post purchase 
evaluation 
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Role dominance refers to the extent to which one member 
of a family has greater influence in fe^ nily decision making than 
the other members, Engel, Kollat and Blackwell have used the 
following category to explain this role dominance. 
(aJ Autonomic-when equal number of decisions are made by 
each spouse. 
(bJ Husband dominant, 
{c) Wife dominant, 
id) Syncratic-when most family decisions of a particular type 
are made by both husband and wife exerting equal influence. 
Marketing and advertising managers are particularly 
interested in determining which spouse has the most influence in 
various decision aspects so that promotional strategy can be 
oriented accordingly, The person's background can contribute to 
role dominance. There is evidence that the degree of dominance by 
one member can vary among groups with differing cultural backgrounds, 
There have been conducted a number of studies to identify 
patterns of dominance and the circumstances that foster such 
19 dominance. According to Ostliand , husband dominance appears to 
19, L,E, Ostlund, 'Role theory and group dynamics', in consumer 
behavior, Theoritical Sources, S, Ward and T.S. Robertson 
eds. (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey,* Prentice Hall Inc, 
1973; p, 263, 
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be more likely when the husband is successful in his occupation. 
The wife's influence increases with age and is generally greater 
if she is employed. It is important to note, too, that existing 
evidence also shows that dominance by one family member depends 
upon the particular type of decision being made, i.e. a family 
cannot ordinarily be classified as being,wife-dominant or husband 
dominant, because when confronted with certain decisions, the wife 
will have the greater influence, and in other situations it will 
be the husband who is dominant. Davis found that husband is more 
influential in the decision to pxirchase family car, while the wife 
has considerably greater relative influence in furniture purchas-
20 ing decision . In yet another study conducted by Bott to find 
out the family roles in decision making relating to the purchase 
of products, it was foiand that the extent to which families did 
things jointly largely depended on the 'connectedness' of their 
social network. 'Connectedness' was said to be more prevalent 
where the family had low mobility, lived in a fairly homogeneous 
21 
neighbourhood and the husband was in the working class. 
Herbst suggested four bases for role differentiation I 
il) household duties (2^ child control and care (3J social 
20. Harry L. Davis, 'Dimensions of marital roles in consximer 
decision making' Journal of Marketing Research, 7 (May 70) 
pp. 168-177. 
21. Bott. 'Family roles in decision making relating to the 
purchase of products - Primarily husband-wife roles' in 
Family Economic Behavior-Problems and Prospects, edited by 
Elendr B. Sheldon. 
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activities and (4^ economic activities 
Some researchers argue for highly differentiated role 
structure implicit in the marketing literature. For example, 
23 
Sharp and Mott report that husbands exert more influence than 
wives in the purchase of automobiles, less influence than wives 
in deciding how to spend on food, and equal influence in 
deciding about vacation and housing. 
In another study, E,H. Wolgast has said that income and 
age of respondents has a marked and more general effect on the 
families' purchase decisions. The family decision also depends 
upon whether the family lives in an urban or rural community, 
the frequency of joint decision is higher among rural families 
24 
and the wife's role appears somewhat less in these families . 
25 
Komarvsky arrived at conclusions that wives in the 
lower economic classes seemed to have greater influence in 
decision making. He fotund that among the younger couples a 
higher rate of joint decision of both husband and wife was found 
in all social classes. 
22, P.G. Herbst, 'The measurement of family relationships' 
Human relations' 5(Feb., 1952), pp. 3-35. 
23. Harry Sharp and Paul Mott, ''Consumer Decisions in the 
Metropolitan family'', Journal__of__Marketing, 21 (Oct.1956) 
pp. 149-56. 
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Prom the preceding discussion it follows that family's 
composition and its role structure do affect the consximer's 
purchase behavior. The changes taking place in a family are very 
much related to changes in consumer purchase behavior. The 
family's orientation pattern i.e., the family is orient toward 
does have a positive impact on the individual's purchase 
decisions. The stage at which a family finds itself in its life 
cycle also determines the purchase behavior. Studies in the 
U.S.A. have also revealed the effects of life cycle on family 
earnings and patterns of buying. Further, the family's life 
cycle also aids in explaining why families, even those with 
approximately the same income, do not live and consxime alike. 
24. Elizabeth H. Wolgast, 'Do husbands and wives make the 
purchasing decisions' ? J21i£SSi_2£_?!!2£]S£tiS2« ^^ (Oct. 
19 58; pp. 151-158. 
25. Komarvsky .. See SI No. 19 in Bibliography.. 
«««*««« 
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CHAPTER_III 
ANALYSIS_OF_THE__PATTERNj_OF_INFLyENCE 
As Stated earlier, 125 families were contacted for the 
purpose of data collection. But only 105 interviews could be 
termed complete for the purpose of the present study. Following 
influence pattern was used to collect the data I 
1. Only husband decided. 
2. Only wife decided. 
3. Both husband and wife decided. 
4. Husband influenced the decision. 
5. Wife influenced the decision. 
6. Any other influenced the decision. 
But, it was found that the frequency of the pattern of 
influence under (4J and {5) was very Spordiac and Scanty, Therefore, 
observations under ( 4J and (5) were clxibbed with those under (1) and 
(2) respectively. It was also observed that amongst 'any other 
person' category grown up and educated children had significant 
influence in taking purchase decision. Their influence has, there-
fore, been analysed separately. 
Data have also been collected for the pattern of influence 
in various purchase decision making aspects of T,V. and crockery. 
(aJ Purchase timings, 
(b) Brand selection. 
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(c^ Model and size selection. 
(.d) Colour/design selection. 
(eJ Amoxont to be spent, 
(fJ Store/dealer selection. 
2, Crockery I 
(a) Purchase timings, 
(h) Brand/manufacturer selection. 
(c^ Style/make (china ware, glass ware etc,) selection 
(dJ Colour/design selection, 
(e) Amount to be spent, 
(fJ Store selection. 
Replies to the following questions (perceptions-) were also 
obtained,* 
(1) Who went to purchase the product. 
(2) When was the product purchased ? 
{3) Why was it purchased ? 
{ A ) What is the brand nameaof the product (if any) ? 
(5) What factors were considered in the selection of the 
store/dealer ? 
(6) How was the purchase of the product financed. 
After discussing the above replies with regard to each of 
the two products, the pattern of influence has been analysed for 
each porduct according to occupation, age, qualification and 
income of the respondents. 
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Data have been classified in the following manner for the 
purpose of analysis I 
A, Occugation-wise classification I 
Respondents have been classified into four categories ; 
1, Service class 
2, Teaching class 
3, Business class 
4, Professional group 
B. Age-wise classification! 
1, Below 35 years i.e. youngsters 
2, 35 years to 45 i.e. middle aged 
3, Above 45 i.e. older persons 
The original data were also collected for the age group 
•'below 25 years*•, But, since there were only four respondents 
in this category, it was merged with the next category i.e. below 
35 years. 
Data was initially collected for the following income 
groups ; 
1. Upto Rs. 1000 
2. Rs. 1000 to Rs. 2000 
3. Rs. 2000 to Rs. 3000 
4. Rs. 3000 and above 
For the purpose of analysis 1st and 2nd classes have been 
clubbed together because there were only two respondents in the 
1st class. Thus the new income groups are I 
1. Upto Rs. 2000 
2. Rs. 2000 to Rs. 3000 
3. More than Rs, 3000 
For the purpose of analyses respondents have been 
re-classified into the following three categories I 
1. Educated upto Higher Secondary 
2. Graduates 
3. Post graduates and above 
Analysis for television and crockery follows in the 
following pages. 
TELEVISION 
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The present section attempts to study and analyse the 
pattern of influence of husbands, wives and others relating to 
the different decision aspects in the pxirchase of television. 
As mentioned earlier 105 families were interviewed. The 
break-up of the families according to their period of purchase 
of T.V, is as follows ; 
Out of the 105 families 85 families purchased their T.V. 
prior to the year 1980, 12 families purchased it during the year 
1980, 3 families during 1981 and 5 families purchased it in 1982 
The brand-wise distribution of these 105 T.V.'s is as 
\inder I 
TtLi>U • 1'^-
ECTV 
Weston 
Texla 
Televista 
Telerad 
Dyonora 
Crown 
Telebird 
Uptron 
Bigston 
15 
12 
10 
10 
8 
7 
7 
5 
4 
4 
JK 
Keltron 
Beltek 
Standard 
Solidiare 
Konark 
Paras 
Spencer 
Others* 
Total 
3 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
10 
105 
•(imported T,Vs, are not disclosed). 
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Who went to purchase the T.V.I 
The purchase of Television in Indian context is a major 
purchase for an average family. This is so because the price of 
a T.V. iS considerably higher relative to the per capita income. 
Moreover it is also a durable item which involves certain techni-
calities. Because of these factors T.V. is, generally, purchased 
by husbands. 
However, the table below provide* the information as to who 
actually went to purchase the T.V. in 105 families covered by our 
study. 
Who pxarchased No .of cases 
1 . Husband a lone 33 
2 . Wife a lone 4 
3. Both husband and wife 27 
4. Husband accompanied by some other 8 
person(s) 
5. Both husband and wife accompanied by 5 
some other person(s^ 
6. Children-"- 9 
7. Any other person (including other 19 
family members J 
In majority of the cases (73 cases) TV was purchased by 
either husbands alone (33) or accompanied by their wives (27), 
1. Here the children were grown up, matured and earning 
members of the family. 
3 
or accompanied by their wives and some other person(s) {5) or 
accompanied by some other person(sJ (8). 
Of the 27 families, where both htasband and wife went to 
pvirchase the T.V., 16 belonged to service class, 7 to teaching 
class, 3 to professional class and only one belonged to business 
class, 12 husbands were in the middle age group, 11 in the older-
age group and 4 in the young-age-group whWie-as 13 wives were in 
the middle-age-group, 10 in the young-age-group and 4 in the old-
age-group. Out of the 27 husbands 14 were postgraduates and above, 
7 were graduates and 6 were educated upto higher secondary. Of 
the 27 wives 5 were postgraduate and 9 were educated upto higher 
secondary. Of the 27 families, 16 fell in the income group of 
Rs.2,000/- to Rs.3,000/-, 11 fell in the income group of less 
than Rs,2,000/- and one family fell in the income group of more 
than Rs,3,000/-. It is evident that education is the most 
important factor in a joint purchase. 
Of the four families where wife alone went to purchase 
the T,V,, 3 belonged to business class, and one belonged to the 
service class. The couples in all the four cases were in the 
middle age group. Out of these four wives 3 were below higher 
secondary and one was graduate, WhAeas^ of the four husbands 2 
were postgraduates, one was graduate and one was educated upto 
higher secondary. Three of these families were in the income 
group of less than Rs,2,000/- wh<ll!le-as, one family belonged to 
the income group of Rs.2,000/- to Rs,3,000/-, 
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In nine cases children went to purchase the T.v, All the 
9 children were grown up, educated and earning members of the 
family. At the same time their parents were aged (more than 45 
years old J and in most of the cases not so qualified. The fathers 
of 4 children were less than higher secondary. 2 were higher 
secondary, 2 were graduates and only one was post graduate. The 
mothers of 7 children were hardly qualified (less than higher 
secondaryJ whileas 2 were graduates. 
In 19 cases TV was ptirchased by somebody other than 
husband, wife or children. Of these 19 families 8 belonged to 
business class, 4 belonged to service class, 5 belonged to pro-
fessional class and only 2 belonged to teaching class. In case 
of business families 6 husbands were educated below higher 
secondary and 2 were higher secondary. The lack of education 
might have initiated them to get the TV p\irchased through some 
other person. The dependence in case of professional and 
teaching class was mainly because they got imported sets from 
their friends or relatives. In case of service class all the 
four couples were graduates and in 2 cases were older couples 
while in the remaining 2 cases they were middle aged. All the 
four husbands were high government officials. 
Financing of TV I 
TV being a costly consumer durable item, its purchase is 
usually financed through past savings as well as through borrow-
ings. An idea about how the purchase of the 10 5 TV sets in our 
study was financed is given below ;-
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1, Out of past savings 77 
2, Hire purchase 15 
3, Partly borrowed money and 7 
partly past savings 
4, Through borrowings 4 
5, Out of lurapsuin received 1 
6, Amount received as a gift 1 
Total 10 5 
In 19 families the purchase of television was financed 
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through their own ftinds , IS" families purchased their TV on 
hire purchase basis. Of these If families, 11 belonged to the 
service class 2 families belonged to the teaching class and 2 to 
business class. Out of these 15 families 8 were in the income 
group of below Rs,2,000 while as 6 were in the income group of 
Rs.2,000 to Rs.3,000. Only one family was in the income group of 
Rs.3,000 and above. On analysis it can be observed that income 
of these 15 familes has not much effect on the financing aspect. 
However it is clear that in majority of the cases "'fixed income'' 
group families purchase on higher purchase basis. One family each 
stated that they received money in lumpsxim and as gift respectively 
to enable thenn to purchase the TV. 11 families financed their 
purchase of TV either through full or part borrowings. Out of 
these 11 families 5 belonged to service class, 4 to teaching 
class 2 to professional class. Of these 11 families 7 were in 
the income group of less than Rs.2,000 and 4 were in the Rs,2,000 
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to Rs,3,000 group. It is observed in majority of the cases that 
dependence on borrowed.money was in lower and middle income group 
respondents having fixed monthly income. 
Dealer_selectionI 
In the purchase of a costly consumer durable item like T.V, 
many factors are considered in selecting the store/dealer. The 
following table provides an idea about what factors were consi-
dered by our respondents in the selection of the shop I 
1. A particular brand carried by the store 26 
2. Nearness of the store 21 
3. Acquintance with the store owner 19 
4. As suggested by friends 19 
5. Reputation of the ^ tore 9 
6. Efficient after sales service 8 
7. Availability of credit facility 8 
8. Discount offered by the store 5 
9. Any other factor 5 
26 families chose store because it carried the particular 
brand which they wanted to purchase. Of these 26 families 9 
belonged to the teaching class, 7 belonged to service class, 6 
belonged to professional class and 4 belonged to business class. 
Education-wise, 14 husbands were postgraduates 8 were graduates 
and only 4 were higher secondary. This clearly indicates that 
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the highly qualified respoadents were brand conscious and selected 
a store carrying a brand of their liking. 21 families selected a 
store because of its nearness, 19 families selected the shop 
because of acquintance with the shop owner, another 19 families 
selected a store on their friends' suggestion and 9 families 
selected a shop because of its reputation. 8 families selected a 
shop because of ''efficient after sales service*'. On analysis 
this factor was found to have an interesting relationship with 
the education of the respondents, Of the 8 husbands 7 were either 
graduates or postgraduates and only one was higher secondary. 
Out of the 8 wives 5 were either graduates or postgraduates, 
credit facilities and discount offered attracted 13 families. 
Out of these 13 families 11 belonged to business class and 2 to 
service class. Of the 13 families 9 belonged to the lowest income 
strata, 3 to the middle income group and 1 to the upper income 
group. It can thus, be pointed out that selection of a store 
because of financial considerations was made mostly by business 
families belonging to lower income group. 
Objectives (reasonsJ in the_purchase_of^a__T,V^I 
Different consumers purchase a product to satisfy different 
motives. The following table shows the various factors considered 
in the purchase of a T.V. by pur respondents I-
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S .No, Factors considered No,of cases 
1. Entertainment 96 
2. Informative/Education 31 
3. Avoid children going out 18 
4. Status symbol 16 
5. Children requested/insisted 8 
Entertainment seems to be the most dominating motive 
behind the purchase of a T.V. Out of 105 families as many as 
96 families irrespective of their age, education, income and 
profession considered this factor at the time of piirchase, 31 
families thought TV to be informative and educative. Out of 
these 31 husbands 16 were postgraduates, 8 were graduates and 
7 were higher secondary and below. Out of the 31 wives 8 were 
post graduates, 8 graduates and 15 were higher secondary and 
below. It can be observed that mostly educated people considered 
educational and informative factor in the pxirchase of a T.V, 
Occupationwise, 22 husbands were in the service class whAeas 6 
belonged to the teaching class and 3 to professional class. 
None from the business class considered this factor, 
18 families purchased T.V. in order to avoid their 'children 
going out'. Out of 18 husbands 8 belonged to the service class, 
8 to business class and 2 belonged to teaching class. 14 couples 
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were in the older age-group. 16 families purchased TV because 
they thought it was a status symbol. Of these 16 families 6 
belonged to service class and 10 to business class with 11 
families falling in the lower income group, 3 in the middle 
income group and 2 in the upper income group. Out of 16 husband 
12 were higher secondary and below and 2 each were graduates and 
postgraduates. All the 16 couples were in the middle and older 
age groups. No family belonging to teaching and professional 
classes considered TV a status symbol, So did not the couples 
in the yoxmger age group, 8 families purchased TV on children's 
request/insistance. In all the eight cases children were school 
going and belonged to educational families. No family belonging 
to business class purchased TV on children's request. 
••••••• 
50 
MALYSIS_OF_THE_PATTERN_gF_,INFLyENCE_IN_PyRCHASE 
This section attempts to analyse the perception (given in 
Table 3.1 J on different decision aspects and to find out the 
relative pattern of influence of husband, wife and other family 
members. 
Table_NOj2^1 
General pattern of buying decision-making for television N = 10 5 
\ Decision' Purchase Brand Model and Design Amount Store/dealer 
v^aspectSj .Timings selec- Size se- selec- to be selection 
\ j tion lection tion spent 
, \^ ! No. (%) fioA%) No. (%; No. (%; No. {%) No. {%) 
who ^ 
decided \ ± 
l.Only hus- 39^ ^ ^ *5(46.7; ^^51.4; *^42.8; *'^ (44.8J '^'(54.3) 
band deci-
ded 
•^2"^ .^''^ ®^ ^^(10.5J ^(0.9; " ^^12.4; ^3.8) ^(4.8) decided 
3.Bothhus- 46(43 J 32(3Q^5^ 35^33^3^ 32(3^^5^ 43^^^^ 20^^^^ 
band and 
wife de-
cided 
^''^^i^'^T ^(4.8J ®(7.6; ®(7.6; ®(7.6J '^(6.7; ^(8.6) 
decided 
^•^^.^^!2®'' *<3.8; ^5(14.3) ^(7.6; ''(6.7; *(3.8J ^*(13.5J declaea 
^°5(ioo; io5(^oo; i°5(^oo^ ^^^^^^Q^ los^^^^^ lo^ioo) 
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General picture; 
The figrires j^n the above Table reveal that husband dominated 
in practically all the decision aspects with regard to the piirchase 
of television. For different aspects the dominance varied from 37% 
to 54%, Husbands dominance was highest in case of store/dealer 
selection and lowest in case of purchase timings. The only wifes' 
decision was significant in only two purchase aspects viz. Design 
selection (12,4%J and purchase timings (10,5%), Her role in other 
purchase decision aspects was nominal,joint decision was observed 
in quite a good number of cases. Maximum joint decision was 
observed in the case of purchase timings (43,8%) and the amount 
to be spent (41%J, The lowest number of joint decisions were 
taken in case of store/dealer selection. The influence of 
children and other persons was observed in almost all decision 
aspects, However, the percentage in case of children was insigni-
ficant. In case of other person the percentage was also low 
except in case of Brand Selection (14,3%) and store dealer 
selection (13,3%), 
In general it can be stated that the 'only husbands' 
decision dominated in practically, all the decision aspects. 
The only wife's decision was cohsideraly low when compared to 
that of the husbands, 
Following is an analysis of the pattern of influence in 
different decision aspects I 
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1, Purchase timings; 
In general, the decision about the purchase timings was 
dominated by both husband and wife jointly (46). Of the 46 cases 
11 belonged to service class, 18 belonged to teaching class, 7 
belonged to professional class and only 2 belonged to business 
class, Age-wise classification of the data revealed that the 
maximum nvimber of joint decisions were taken by the middle age 
group (47,4%) and minimum by the young age group (35,2%). 
Education-wise classification revealed that as the qualification 
of the husband increased, joint decisions also increased frc»ri 
27.6% to 34.3% to 63.4%. Thus it is clear that education is an 
important factor for joint decision in case of purchase timings. 
Income-wise analysis revealed that as the income of the family 
increased, percentage of joint decisions decreased from 44.8% in 
the lower income group to 43.2% in the middle income group to 
40% in the upper income group. Thus our study reveals that while 
educational qualifications have a direct relationship with the 
number of joint decisions, income has an inverse relationship 
with it so far as purchase timing decision is concerned. 
Only husband decided about purchase timings in 39 cases, 
Of the 39 husbands 24 belonged to service class, 6 belonged to 
business class, 7 to professional group and only 2 to teaching 
class. Age-wise classification revealed that husbands dominance 
was lowest in the middle age-group (26.3%) and highest in the 
old age group, Educationwise classification of the data revealed 
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that husbands dominance was highest in case of graduates (54,3%) 
and lowest in case of postgraduates and above (24.4?6^ , In case 
of higher secondary and below it was 34.5%. On analysing the 
data income-wise it was observed that as the income of the family 
increased, husband's dominance also increased with regard to 
purchase timing decision. It was 29,3% in case of lower income 
group, 46% in case of middle income group and 50% in case of 
upper income group, which shows an increasing trend. 
Only wife decided in 11 cases. Of the 11 wives 7 belonged 
to business class and 4 to seirvice class. In case of other two 
occupational groups no case was observed where wife decided alone 
about purchase timings. Age-wise classification of the data 
revealed that of the 11 couples 8 were in the middle age group, 
2 were in the young age-group and only 1 couple was in the upper 
age group. Education-wise analysis revealed that the only wife's 
decision was highest in case of higher secondary and below (17,2%) 
and was lowest in case of graduates (5,7%), Income-wise analysis 
of the data did not reveal any significant deviation from the 
general trend. 
Children decided about purchase timings in 5 cases. Of 
the 5 husbands 4 belonged to teaching class and 1 to service 
class. No purchase timing decision by children was observed in 
the other two occupational groups. Age-wise classification 
revealed that all the parents of these children were in the old 
age group. This indicates that only older people allow their 
54 
children to decide about purchase timings. It was also observed 
that all the 5 parents were educated upto higher secondary or 
below. Income-wise analysis revealed that 4 out of 5 families 
were in the lower income group and one family was in the middle 
income group. No case of children deciding about purchase timing 
was observed in the<income group. 
In 4 cases any other person decided about the purchase 
timings. Of these four husbands 3 belonged to professional group 
and one to service class. Age-wise classification revealed that 
as the age of the husband increased, others influence decreased 
from 11,8% in the younger age group to 5,3% in the middle age 
group. No case was observed in the old age group. Education-wise 
classification revealed that in case of graduates others influence 
was highest {5.7%) wh44e-as it was lowest in case of 'postgraduates 
and above* (2,4%), Income-wise analysis revealed that all the 4 
families belonged to the lower income group, 
Occupationwise classification revealed that husbands in 
salaried class dominated in deciding about the purchase timings. 
In percentage terms their dominance was higher (49%J than that 
observed in the general pattern. Husband's dominance was lowest 
(X0%) in teaching class. There was not much variation in business 
class and professional group from the general pattern. Only 
wife's decision was highest (36.9%J in business class, whtUeas 
it was only 10.5% in general. Only wife also decided in 8,2% 
cases in service class. In other two occupational groups wife 
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did not decide alone about purchase timings, Highest percentage 
of joint decision was observed in teaching class (90%) and lowest 
(10,5%J in business class. The other two occupational groups did 
not show much deviation from the general pattern of 43.8%. 
Children's dominance was highest (21%; in business class and 
lowest (2%) in salaried class. In other two occupational groups 
children did not decide about purchase timings. Any other 
person's decision was highest (17.6%; in professional group and 
lowest (2%; in service class. No case was observed in other 
two classes. 
Age-wise classification revealed that husbands dominance 
was highest (44%; in the old age group and lowest (26,3%; in the 
middle age group. On the contrary only wife's decision was 
highest (21%; in the middle age group and was lowest (2%; in the 
old age group. Much deviation from the general pattern (10,5%; 
was not observed in the young age group. Similarly, highest 
percentage of joint decisions (47,4%; was observed in the middle 
age group and lowest (35,2%; was observed in young age group. 
Much deviation was not observed in the old age group from the 
general pattern (43,8%;, Children's decision was observed only 
in the old age group. Role of other persons decreased with an 
increase in the age of the husband. It was 11,8% in young age 
group, 5,3% in the middle age group and nil in the old age group, 
Educationwise classification revealed that husband's 
dominance was highest (54,3%; i4fi> /3fKBijisifi^€j^ jswdfL ^OMieSHkc >a949^^ 
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in graduates and lowest (24,4%J in postgraduates and above. On 
the other hand wife's dominance was lowest (5,7%J in graduates 
and highest (17,2%) in case of higher secondary and below. The 
number of joint decisions increased with an increase in the 
educational qualifications of the husband. In all cases where 
children decided about purchase timings, their parents were 
educated upto higher secondary and below. Others influence was 
highest (5.7%J in case of graduates and lowest in case of post-
graduates and above. 
Incomewise classification revealed an increasing trend 
in husband's dominance from 29.3% to 46% to 50% in 1st, Ilnd and 
Ilird income categories respectively. Not much deviation was 
found in case of wife's dominance from the general pattern. 
Joint decisions showed a decreasing trend with the increase in 
income from 44.8% to 43.2% to 40%. Similarly children's role 
also decreased with increasing income. Others role was observed 
only in the lower income group. 
2. Brand_selection'. 
In general, the decision about the brand of the T.V. was 
dominated by husbands (49 cases J, Only wife's decision was 
almost nil (only one case) whereas joint decision was observed 
in 32 cases. Children also decided about what brand to purchase 
(8 cases) and others* role in selecting the brand was also 
significant (15 cases), 
Occupationwise analysis of the data revealed that husband's 
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dominance in selecting the brand of the T.V. was maxim\in» (55%) 
in teaching class. This was followed by professional group 
where husband's dominance was 53%. In case of business class 
it was 52.6% whereas it was minimum (42,8%) in case of service 
class. Only wife's decision was observed only in case of 
business class families (5,3%) whereas no such case wes observed 
in other three occupational groups. Maximxiro (45%) joint decisions 
were observed in case of teaching class, whereas minimum, number 
of joint decisions (26.3%) were observed in business class. In 
case of professional group, both husband and wife decided jointly 
in 29,4% cases and in case of service class they decided in 
26,5% cases. Children's dominance in deciding about the brand 
of the T.V. was maximiim (10,5%) in case of business class and 
lowest (8.2^ in case of service class. In other two occupational 
groups no cas« was observed where children took the decision. 
Any other's role was highest (22,5%) in case of service class 
whereas it was lowest in case of business class, In case of 
professional group,it was 17,6% whereas it was nil in case of 
teaching class. 
While analysing the datai agewise it was revealed that 
as age of the husband increased his dominance decreased 
considerably. Husband's dominance was maximum in young age 
group (58,8%) and decreased to 50% in the middle age group and 
was only 40% in the old age group. On the other hand only wife's 
decision was only observed in the old age group although it was 
not significant (2%), Maximum number of joint decisions (39,5%) 
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were observed in the middle age group whdfteas joint decision was 
only 11,8% in case of yoring age group. In old age group joint 
decisions were taken in 30% of the cases. Children's role was 
foiind only in old age group (16%J. In other two age groups no 
case was obseirved where children took the brand decision. This 
indicates to the dependence of old people on children in taking 
purchase decision. In yoxing age group other's played significant 
role in selecting the brand of the T.V, They decided in 29.4% 
cases in this age group wh4h.eas they decided in only 10.5% cases 
in middle age group. In old age group others decided in 12% 
cases. This shows that either yoting couples or old people 
depend on others. 
Incomewise analysis of the data revealed that husbands 
dominance was mipcimum (48,7%^ in the middle income group and 
lowest (40%^ in the upper income group. Husband's dominance in 
case of lower income group was the same as the general dominance 
pattern (46,7%J. Wife's dominance was insignificant and was 
observed only in case of lower income group where it was as low 
as 1.7%, Maximum joint decisions were observed in middle 
income group (40,5%^ and lowest member of joint decisions were 
observed in case of lower income group (24,1%^, Joint decision 
in case of upper income group were 31% wh<t)leas in general it was 
30,5%. Children's dominance in case of lower and upper income 
groups was 10,3% and 10% respectively, whAeas in case of middle 
income group it was insignificant (2,7%^, Others role also was 
minimum in case of middle income group, whdJleas in case of upper 
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income group it was as high as 20% and in case of lower income 
group it was 17.6%. Thiis^  in case of middle income group 89.2% 
decisions were taken either by husband alone or by both husband 
and wife. 
Qualificationwise analysis of the data showed that husband's 
dominance was maximum (57,l%j in case of graduates and was same 
(41.4%^ in case of other two educational groups. Wife's dominance 
was only found in case of higher secondary and below but was 
insignificant (3,5%^, Joint decisions showed an increasing trend 
with the increase in educational qualification of the husband. It 
increased from 17.2% in the 'higher secondary and below' to 22.9% 
in graduates to 46.3% in postgraduates and above. Children's role 
was considerable (20,7%J in case of higher secondary and below 
wh€ljeas it was only 4.9% in postgraduates. No case of children's 
decision was observed in case of graduates. On the other hand 
others played a considerable role (20%<) in case of graduates whereas 
they played a moderate role (7.3%-) in case of postgraduates and 
above. In case of higher secondary and below also others played 
an important role {11.2%) in chosing the brand. 
In general the decision about model and size of the T,V, 
was dominated by husbands (54 casesJ whereas no case was observed 
where wife alone took the decision. Joint decision was observed 
in 35 cases. Children and others decided in 8 cases each. 
Occupationwise analysis of the data revealed that husband's 
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donninance was highest (63.2%^ in case of business class and it was 
lowest (35%) in case of teaching class. Husband's dominance was 
also considerable in case of service class (57%J and professional 
group (53%;, Wife's dominance was nil in case of all occupational 
groups, Maximxim joint decisions were obseirved in teaching class 
(65%; and minimum (23,5%) were observed in case of professional 
group. In case of service and business classes the percentage of 
joint decision was the same (26%^. Children's role was significant 
(10.5%J in business class. In case of service class and professional 
group the percentage was almost the same (6.2% and 5,9% respectively) 
In case of teaching class no case was observed where children took 
this decision. Others played an important role in case of pro-
fessional group (17,6%-) and service class (10.3%), whereas no case 
of others decision was observed in case of business and teaching 
classes. Thus the only peculiarity shown was by the teaching class 
where it was either husband alone or both husband and wife who 
took the decision, 
Agewise analysis of the data revealed that as age of the 
husband increased his role decreased from 58,8% to 55,2% to only 
46% in the age groups I, II and III, Maximum joint decisions 
were taken in the middle age group (3§,5%J and minimiom in the 
young age group (23,5%). In the old age group good nximber of 
joint decisions were taken (32%). Children's role was observed 
only in the old age group where it was considerable (16%). On 
the other hand others played an important role in the young age 
group (17.7%) whereas their dominance was moderate in the middle 
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and old age groups (5.3% and 6% respectively J, 
On analysing the data educationwise, it was observed that in 
case of graduates^ husband's dominance was highest (68,6%) and 
joint decisions were lowest (17.1%). On the other hand in case 
of postgraduates husband's dominance was minimxam (34,2%) and 
joint decisions were maximum (58,5%). In case of higher secondary 
and below also husband's dominance was considerable (55.2%) whereas 
joint decisions were only 17,2%. Our analysis also revealed that 
children's role decreased considerably with the increase in the 
educational qualifications of the husband from 20,9% to 2.9% to 
2,4% in the educational groups I, II, and III. However, this 
trend did not hold true in case of others. Others played an 
important role in case of graduates (11,4%) and higher secondary 
and below (6,9%) whereas their dominance was insignificant (4.9%) 
in case of postgraudates, Thus it is clear that higher education 
leads to a greater role for wife in taking the model and size 
decision alongwith her husband. It also reduces the dependence of 
parents upon their children, 
Incomewise analysis of the data revealed that in case of 
the middle income group husband's dominance was maximxim (59.5%). 
Curiously the nxomber of joint decisions was also found maximum 
in this group, whereas others played no role in this group 
children played only an insignificant role (5.4%). In case of 
the lower income group husband's dominance was 48.3% and joint 
decisions were also significant (34.5%). Children and others 
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played the same role (8,6% each J. In case of upper income group 
husband's dominance was 40% and others played an important role 
in this group (30%^. Joint decisions were 20% whereas children 
decided in 10% cases. Thus the decision power seems not to be 
concentrated in a particular group in this class although husbands 
had clearly an upper hand. 
Colour/Design selection! 
Like other purchase decision aspects, this aspect also was 
dominated by husbands (45 cases J. But in this case wife's dominance 
was quite high as compared to other decision aspects (13 cases). 
Joint decision was taken in 32 cases. Children decided in 8 cases 
whereas others decided in 7 cases, 
Occupationwise analysis of the above data revealed that 
husband's dominance was maximum (52,6%) in business class. Wife's 
dominance was also highest (21,1%) in case of business class, whereas 
the number of joint decisions was rainimxim in this class (15.8%), 
Children's role was also highest in this class (10,5%), whereas 
others played no role in this class. Except in teaching class, 
husband's dominance was quite high in other occupational groups. 
It was 51% in case of service c^^ss and 41.2% in case of professional 
group. In case of teaching class, however, husband's dominance 
was only 30% whereas in as many as 70% caseAjoint decision was taken 
in this class. Others and children played no role in teaching 
class. Only wife's role was significant in case of service class 
also (14.3>i) and in case of professional group it was 11.8%. Joint 
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decision in these two occupational groups were only 22.4% in 
service class and 17.6% in professional group. Children's role 
was same (6%-) in these two occupational groups whereas other's 
role was significant (23,5%-) in case of professional group as 
compared to 6.1% in case of service class. 
Agewise analysis of the data revealed that as age of the 
husband increased his dominance decreased from 52.9% to 42.1% to 
42% in the age groups 1, II, and III. Wife's domiaance was highest 
in the middle age group where she decided alone in 18,4% cases and 
jointly with her husband in 31.6% cases. This was followed by 
her dominance in the old age group where she decided alone in 8% 
cases and jointly with her husband in 30% cases. In young age 
group although she decided alone in 11.8% cases yet she decided 
jointly with her husband in only 23.5% cases. Childrens rol'e was 
observed only in the old age group (16%^. Others role decreased 
with the increase in the age of the husband from 11.8% to 7.9% to 
4% in the age groups I, II, and III. 
On analysing the data according to husbands qualification 
it was found that husband's dominance was highest (62.8%) in case 
of graduates, whfifteas it was minimum in case of postgraduates and 
above. In case of higher secondary and below husband's dominance 
was 37.9%. Our analysis also revealed that as the qualification 
of the husband increased wife's dominance decreased from 24.2% to 
8.6% to 7.3% in the educational groups I, II, and III. On the 
other hand with the increase in the educational qualification of 
the husband joint decisions increased from 10.3% to 14.3% to 56.2%, 
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in the educational groups 1, II and III. Children's role also 
showed a decreasing trend with increasing educational qualifications 
from 20.7% to 2,9% to 2,4% in the three educational groups respec-
tively. Like husband's dominance, other's dominance was also highest 
(11,4%J in case of graduates whW.eas it was lowest (2,4%j in case 
of postgraduates and above. In case of higher secondary and below 
it was 6,9%. 
Incomewise analysis of the data Jpa»te»is^ tkfBiS' MK-ei^fst^ imo^tK 
revealed that as the income of the family increased husband's 
dominance also increased from 43,1% to 43,3% to 50% in the income 
groups I, II and III, Wife's dominance was found to be maximum 
(15,5%J in the lower income group and minimum (8,1%^ in the middle 
income group. Whereas in the upper income group it was found to 
be 10%. Maximum joint decisions were taken in the middle income 
group (40.5%^ and minimum joint decisions were taken in the upper 
income group. In case of lower income group joint decisions were 
found to be 24.1%. Children and others dominated this decision in 
10% cases each in case of upper income group whereas in case of 
middle income group children's dominance was only 5.4% and other's 
2.7%* In case of lower income group children and others decided 
in 8.6% cases each. 
Amoxont to be spent I 
Since the purchase of a T.V. involves a relatively huge 
sum, 'Amount to be spent' decision assumes importance. In general 
this decision aspect is also dominated by husbands (47 cases). But 
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joint decision was also observed in a good nimiber of cases (43 
cases.). Others role in this decision aspect was found to be 
minimum (4 cases.) whfille—as children decided in 7 cases. Wife 
alone decided in 4 cases. 
Occupationwise analysis of the data revealed that husband's 
dominance was miiximum (57,1%J in service class whereas it was 
minimum in teaching class (10%j«Husband's dominance was also high 
in case of professional group (53%J and business class (52,6%<). 
Wife's dominance, on the other hand, was maximum (15.8%-) in business 
class and minimxam (2%-) in service class. In other two occupational 
groups no case of wife deciding alone was observed. The highest 
percentage of joint decisions in all decision aspects was found to 
be in this decision aspect. It was observed in teaching class 
(90%K In case of service class it was 32.7%, in case of professional 
group it was 29.4% and in case of business class it was minimijm 
(21.1%.). Children's dominance was observed only in case of business 
class (10.5%-) and service class (6.2%J, Others played an important 
role (17.6%.) in case of professional group. But most of the 'others' 
influencing this decision were other family members or close rela-
tives of the respondents. Others also played an insignificant role 
(2%) in service class. 
Agewise analysis of the data revealed that husband's 
dominance was maximum (A7%) in young age group whereas it was 
minimum (42.1%J in middle age group. It was considerable (46%,) in 
old age group. Wife's dominance was found significant (7.9%) only 
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in middle age group. It was insignificant (2%) in old age group 
whCiteas no such case was observed in young age group. Joint decision 
was observed to be maxiin\iin (44.7%J in middle age group whiAeas it 
was found to be minimum (38%J in old age group. In case of yoirng 
age group it was 41.2%. Thus wife's dominance was highest in 
middle age group where she participated in 52.6% decisions alone 
and jointly with her husband. Children's role was found only in 
the old age group where it was quite significant (14%;. Children 
in this case were grown up and earning members of the family. Our 
analysis also revealed that with the increase in the age of the 
husband other's role decreased from 11,8% to 5.3% to nil in the 
age groups I, II, and III. 
Qualificationwise analysis of the data revealed that husband's 
dominance was maximum (57.1%) in case of graduates whereas in case 
of higher secondary and below it was 55.2%. Husband's dominance 
was minimum (26.9%) in case of postgraduates and above whereas 
joint decisions were maximum (65.9%J in this group. Joint decisions 
were minimum (10.3%-) in case of higher secondary and below and were 
37.1% in case of graduates. In case of graduates no case was 
observed of wife's dominance but in case of higher secondary and 
below wife decided alone in 10.3% cases and in case of postgraduates 
and above she decided in 2.4% cases. Children's role was fotmd 
to be considerable (20.7%; in case of higher secondary and below 
but in case of postgraduates and above their role was insignificant 
(2.4%; whereas no case of children's decision was observed in case 
of graduates. Other's role was maximum (5.7%; in case of graduates 
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and minimum (2,4%) in case of postgraduates and above. In case 
of higher secondary and below it was 3.5%. 
Incoroewise analysis revealed that husband's dominance was 
maximum (48.7%j in the middle income group whereas it was minimum 
(40%) in the upper income group. In case of lower income group 
it was 44.8%, Wife's dominance was maximum (10%) in the upper 
income group and minimum (5.2%) in the lower income group. No 
case of wife deciding alone was observed in the middle income 
group. However, in middle income group maximum number of joint 
decisions were taken (48.7%"). In case of lower income group 
36.2% joint decisions were observed., In case of upper income 
group although the percentage of joint decisions was minimum (40%) 
yet considering the decisions taken alone by the wife in this group 
she participated in maximum niomber of decisions (50%) in this case. 
Children's role was found to be significant in upper and lower 
income groups (10% and 8.6% respectively). It was insignificant 
(2.6%) in middle income group. Others role was observed only in 
lower income group (5.2%). 
The selection of store/dealer, from where the T.V. was 
purchased, was mostly decided by husbands (54.3%). The husband's 
dominance was also highest among all the decision aspects in this 
decision aspect. Only wife's dominance was, on the other hand, 
minimum (4.8%) in this case. Joint decisions were observed in 
20 cases (19%). Others also played a significant role (13.3%) in 
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selecting the shop. Children's dominance was observed in 9 cases. 
On analysing the above information according to the occupa-
tion of the respondents it was found that husband's dominance was 
maximum (61.2%j in 'service class' whereas it was lowest (47.1%J 
in case of 'Professional group'. In case of teaching and business 
classes it was 55% and 47.4% respectively. Only wife's dominance 
was maximum (21.1%J in'business class' and it was minimum (2%J in 
case of 'service class'. In other two occupational groups no case 
was observed where the decision was taken by wife alone. As in 
other decisional aspects, joint decisions were found to be maximum 
(45%<) in 'teaching class' and it was found to be minimiom (10.5%) -
in 'business class'. In case of 'professional group' and 'service 
class' it was 17.6% and 14.3% respectively. Except in 'teaching 
class' children took this decision in all other occupational groups 
and their dominance varied from 10.5% in 'business class' to 8.2% 
in 'service class' to 5.9% in 'professional group'. Others role 
was significant (29.4%j in 'professional group'. In case of 
service and business classes it was 14.3% and 10.5% respectively. 
However, others played no role in 'teaching class'. 
Agewise classification of the data revealed that husband's 
dominance was maximum (70.5%-) in the young age group whereas joint 
decisions were observed to be minimum (11,8%) in this group. No 
case of only wife's decision was observed in this group. Husband's 
dominance was, however, minimum (50%J in the 'middle age group' 
wh44eas only wife's dominance was maximum (10.5%; in this group. 
Joint decisions were also found to be maximum (26,3%) in this 
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group. Thus wife participated in 36,8% decisions in this group. 
In the old age group husband's dominance was 52% whereas onlv wife's 
dominance was only 2%. Joint decisions were observed to be 16% in 
this group. Children's role was observed only in the old age group 
where their dominance was significant (18%J. Others role showed 
a decreasing trend with the increase in the age of the husband 
from 17,7% to 13,2% to 12% in the age groups I, II, and III. 
Qualificationwise analysis of the data revealed that husband's 
dominance was maximvmi (60%^ in graduates. It was minimum (51.2%) 
in postgraduates and above, whereas in case of higher secondary 
and below it was 51.7%. Only wife's dominance was maximum (13.8%) 
in higher secondary and below and minimum (2.4%) in postgraduates. 
No case of only wife's decision was observed in case of graduates. 
Joint decisions showed an increasing trend with the increase in 
the educational qualifications. Maximum joint decisions were 
observed in case of postgraduates and above (31,7%), followed by 
20% in case of graduates. No case of joint decision was found in 
case of higher secondary and below. Children played a significant 
role in higher secondary and below (20.7%) whereas there role was 
insignificant in case of graduates (2.9%). It was 4.9% in case of 
graduates. Others played an important role in case of graduates 
(17.1%) and higher secondary and below (13.8%). In case of post-
graduates and above others dominance was 9.8%. 
Incomewise analysis of the data revealed that husband's 
dominance was maximum (59.5%) in the middle income group and 
0 
minimum (30%J in the upper income group. It was also considerable 
(58,7%J in the lower income group. Only wife's dominance was 
maximum (10%^ in the upper income group and minimum (6.9%) in the 
lower income group. No case of only wife's decision was observed 
in the middle income group. However wife's dominance was maximum 
together with her husband in the middle income group (29.7%). In 
case of upper income group joint decision was 20% and in case of 
lower income group joint decisions were observed to be only 10.3%. 
Children's dominance was fo\ind to be highest (10%J in the upper 
income group whereas it va.s lowest (5,4%) in the middle income 
group. In case of lower income group children's dominance was 
8,6%. Similar trend was found in case of other's dominance, being 
quite significant (30%) in the upper income group and also in the 
lower income group (15.5%). However, in the middle income group 
others role was not that much significant (5.4%), 
After analysing the information pertaining to the purchase 
of T.V., the following observations were made. 
In most of the cases the television was purchased either by 
husband alone or accompanied by wife or by some other person. On 
studying the relative influence of various family members in the 
purchase decision making for T.V. it was found that husbands 
dominated in all decision aspects. A general picture of relative 
influences is provided by the following table of average relative 
influence of the six decision aspects. 
(-i-
Who decided Average (percentageJ 
1. Only husband decided 46.2 
2. Only wife decided 5.4 
3. Both husband and wife decided 33.0 
4. Children decided 7.2 
5. Any other decided 8.2 
Total 100.0 
Husband's dominance is evident from the above Table. But 
it is seen that joint decisions also have been taken in a good 
number of cases, Thus it is either husband alone or both husband 
and wife jointly who decided, on an average, in 79.2% cases about 
various purchase decision aspects of a T.V. Only wife, others and 
children decided in only 21.8% cases. 
On occupationwise classification the observations were 
as under ',-
Among the respondents belonging to professional group, 
service and business classes husbands dominance was observed. 
Joint decision was very less in case of business class whereas 
it was only moderate in case of other two classes. On the other 
hand only wife's decision was found to be significant in business 
class whereas it was quite insignificant in other two classes. 
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Except in business class, children's role was insignificant in 
other two classes. However, others role was considerable in case 
of professional group as against other two classes where it was 
insignificant. 
In case of teaching class it was either husband alone or 
both husband and wife jointly who took all the decisions. However 
it was the joint decision which was observed in 2/3rd of the cases. 
The agewise classification revealed that husband's dominance 
was maximum in the young age group whereas joint decisions were not 
observed in as many cases as in other two age groups. In other 
two age groups although husbands dominated in almost all decision 
aspects, joint decisions were also observed in a good number of 
cases and more so in case of the middle age group. Others influence 
was found to be significant in the young age group and it showed 
a decreasing trend with increasing age whaJleas children's role 
was found significant in the old age group. 
For the cualificationwise analysis it was observed that 
husbands dominated in case of higher secondary and below and in 
case of graduates. But it was maximum in graduates. However 
husbands did not dominate in case of postgraduates and above. 
Instead both husband and wife dominated in this group. Only wife's 
dominance was insignificant in educated families whereas it was 
found in a few cases in case of less educated families. Hov/ever, 
in case of less educated families joint decision was scanty. It 
was moderate in case of graduates. Children's role was found 
7 Q 
significant only in case of less educated families. Other's role 
was found in a few cases in all the three groups being least in 
highly educated families. 
Husbands dominance was found in all the three income 
groups being highest in middle income group and lowest in the 
upper income group. Only wife's decision was very scanty in 
lower and upper income groups, being insignificant in the middle 
income group. Joint decision was observed in a good number of 
cases in the middle income group, whereas it was moderate in 
the other two income groups. Children's role was observed in 
all the three groups least being in the middle income group. 
Others played a significant role in the upper and lower income 
groups. However their role was insignificant in the middle 
income group. 
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Product Television 
General Pattern of Buying Decision-Making 
N = 105 
decision 
spects 
Who 
decidec 
Purchase Brand Model Design Amount Store/ 
timings selection and size selec- to be dealer 
selection tion spent selection 
No. {%) No. {%) No. (%) No. (%; No. {%) No. (%) 
l .Only husband 39 ( 3 7 . i ; 49 (46.7J 54 ( 5 1 . 4 ; 45 ( 4 2 , 8 ; 47 ( 4 4 . 8 ; 57 ( 5 4 . 3 ; 
decided 
2 .0nly wife 11 ( 1 0 . 5 ; 1 ( 0 0 . 9 ; — ( — ; 13 ( 1 2 . 4 ; 4 ( 3 . 8 ; 5 ( 4 . 8 ; 
decided 
3 .Both hus-
band and 
wife 
decided 
46 (43.8; 32 (30.5; 35 (33.3; 32 (30.5; 4 ( 41.0; 20 (19 .0; 
4.Children 
decided 
5 (4.8; 8 (7.6; 8 (7.6; 8 (7.6; 7 (6.7; 9 (8.6; 
5 .Any other 
decided 
4 (3.8; 15 (14.3; 8 (7.6; 7 (6.7; 4 (3.8; 14 (13.3; 
Total 105 (loo; 105 (loo; 105 (100; 105 (loo; 105 (loo; 105 (loo; 
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Table_2^1_.l 
Product T .V. 
Occupationwise classification of the pattern of influence 
category 1, 'Service class* N = 49 
Decision 
Inspects 
Who 
decided 
Purchase Brand Model and Colour/ Amount to 
timings selection size se- Design be spent 
lection selection 
No. {%) No. {%) No. (%; No. (%; No. {%) 
Store 
selection 
No. (%J 
6 
l.Only hus- 24 (49; 21 {42.8) 28 (57) 25 (51) 28 (57.1) 
band decided 
2.0nly wife 4 (8.2) - (>; - (-J 7 (14.3) 1 (2J 
decided 
3.Both hus- 19 (38.8) 13 (26.5) 13 (26.5) 11 (22.4J 16 (32.7J 
band and 
wife 
decided 
4.Children 1 (2) 4 (8.2) 3 (6.2) 3 (6.2) 3 (6.2) 
decided 
5.Any other 1 (2) 11 (22.5) 5 (10.3) 3 (6.1) 1 (2) 
decided 
30 ( 6 1 . 2 ) 
1 ( 2 ) 
7 ( 1 4 . 3 ) 
4 ( 8 . 2 ) 
7 ( 1 4 . 3 ) 
T o t a l 49 ( 1 0 0 ) 49 (100 ) 49 ( 1 0 0 ) 49 (100 ) 49 (100 ) 49 (lOO) 
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Table 2.1.2 
Category II, 'Teaching class' N = 20 
D e c i s i o n ! 
i s p e c t s I 
Who 
d e c i d e d 
N o . (%; N o . {%) No . {%) , N o . {%) No . {%) No . (%) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
2 d o ; 11 ( 5 5 ; 7 (35J 6 ( s o ; 2 ( 1 0 ; 11 ( 5 5 ; 
- ( - ; - {-) - {') - ( - / - ( - ; - ( - ) 
18 ( 9 0 ; 9 (45J 13 ( 6 5 ; 14 (70J 18 ( 9 0 ; 9 (45^ 
- { - ; - ( - ; - ( - ; - ( - ; - ( - ; - ( - ; 
- ( - ) - ( - J - ( - ) - ( - ; - ( - ; - ( - ) 
Total 20 (100; 20 (100 J 20 (100 J 20 (100 J 20 (100 J 20 (100 J 
Table_2_jl_,3 
Category HI/ 'Business class' N = 19 
D e c i s i o n 
s p e c t s 
, Who 
d e c i d e d 
No . (%; 
1 
No, {%) No. (%; 
3 
N o . {%) 
4 
No. {%) 
5 
No. {%) 
6 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
6 ( 3 1 . 6 ; 
7 ( 3 6 . 9 ; 
2 ( 1 0 . 5 ; 
4 ( 2 1 . 0 ; 
- ( - ; 
10 ( 5 2 , 6 ; 
1 ( 5 . 3 ; 
5 ( 2 6 . 3 ; 
2 ( 1 0 . 5 ; 
1 ( 5 . 3 ; 
12 
-
5 
2 
— 
( 6 3 . 2 ; 
( - ; . 
( 2 6 . 3 ; 
( 1 0 . 5 ; 
( - ; 
10 ( 5 2 . 6 ; 
4 ( 2 1 . 1 ; 
3 ( 1 5 . a ; 
2 ( 1 0 . 5 ; 
( - ; 
10 ( 5 2 . 6 ; 
3 ( 1 5 . 8 ; 
4 ( 2 1 . 1 ; 
2 ( 1 0 . 5 ; 
- ( - ; 
9 ( 4 7 . 4 ; 
4 ( 2 1 . 1 ; 
2 ( 1 0 . 5 ; 
2 ( 1 0 . 5 ; 
2 ( 1 0 . 5 ; 
T o t a l 19 ( 1 0 0 ; 19 ( 1 0 0 ; 19 ( 1 0 0 ; 19 ( 1 0 0 ; 19 ( 1 0 0 ; 19 ( 1 0 0 ; 
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Table No. 2.1.4 
Category IV, 'Professional Group' N = 17 
Decision 
ispects 
Who 
decided^ 
N o . {%) 
L..I 
No. (%; No. (%) No. {%) No. {%) No. (%J 
2 3 4 5 6 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
7 (41.2) 9 (53J 9 (53 J 7 (41.2) 9 (53) 8 (47.1) 
- - - - - 2 (11.8) - - - -
7 (41.2) 5 (29.4) 4 (23.5) 3 (17.6) 5 (29.4) 3 (17.6) 
1 ( 5 . 9 ) 1 ( 5 . 9 ) - - 1 (5.9) 
3 (17.6) 3 (17.6) 3 (17.6) 4 (23.5) 3 (17.6) 5 (29.4) 
Total 17 (100) 17 (100) 17 (100) 17 (100) 17 (100) 17 (100) 
Product T .V. 
Agewise* classification of the pattern of influence 
category I, 'Below 35 years' N = 17 
V Decision 
^vaspects 
Who \. 
decided^\ 
Purchase 
timings 
No.^ (%) 
Brand 
selection 
No. 2 (%-* 
Model and 
size se-
lection 
No. 3 (%) 
Colour/ 
Desian 
selection 
No. ^ (%) 
Amount to 
be spent 
No. 5 (%) 
Store se-
lection 
No. ^ (%) 6 
l.Only hus- 7 ( 41.2 ) 10 ( 58 .8 ) 10 (58.8) 
band decided 
2.Only wife 2 (11.8) -
decided 
3.Both husband 6 (35.2) 2 (11.8) 4 (23.5) 
and wife 
decided 
4.Children - ' -
decided 
5.Any other 2 (11.8) 5 (29.4) 3 (17.7) 
decided 
9 (52.9) 8 (47) 12 (70.5) 
2 (11.8) -
4 (23.5K^ '^ --(4ii:2')'">$ (11.8)* 
\ 
,r: 
2 (11.8><>^tj;,l[,^^i^?>^7.7) 
Total 17 (100) 17 (100) 17 (100) 17 (100) 17 (100) 17 (100) 
•Age here refers to the age of the husband. 
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Table No. 2.1.6 
Category II, '35-45 years' N = 38 
D e c i s i o n 
s u s p e c t s 
Who 
dec ided^ 
No. i%) No . (%; No. {%) No . (%; No . {%) No . {%) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
10 ( 2 6 . 3 ; 19 ( s o ; 21 ( 5 5 . 2 ; 16 ( 4 2 . i ; 16 ( 4 2 . i ; 19 (,50; 
8 ( 2 i ; - > _ - 7 ( 1 8 . 4 J 3 ( 7 . 9 ; 4 ( 1 0 . 5 ; 
18 ( 4 7 . 4 ; 15 ( 3 9 . 5 ; 15 ( 3 9 . 5 ; 12 ( 3 1 . 6 ; 17 ( 4 4 . 7 ; 10 ( 2 6 . 3 ; 
2 ( 5 . 3 ; 4 ( 1 0 . 5 ; 2 ( 5 . 3 ; 3 ( 7 . 9 ; 2 ( 5 . 3 ; 5 ( 1 3 . 2 ; 
Total 38 (100; 38 (100; 38 (100; 38 (loo; 38 (100; 38 (100; 
Table No. 2.1.7 
Category III/ 'Above 45 years' N = 50 
Decision 
spects 
Who 
d e c i d e c 
N o . (%; N o . (%; N o . (%; N O . (%; N O . (%; N O . (%; 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 . 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
22 (44; 
1 (2; 
22 (44; 
5 (10; 
— — 
20 (40; 
1 ( 2 ; 
15 (30; 
8 (16; 
6 (12; 
23 (46; 
-
16 (32; 
8 (16; 
3 (6; 
21 (42; 
4 ( 8 ; 
15 (30; 
8 (16; 
2 (4; 
23 (46; 
1 (2; 
19 (38; 
7 (14; 
— — 
26 (52; 
1 (2; 
8 (16; 
9 (18; 
6 (12; 
T o t a l 50 ( 1 0 0 ; 50 ( 1 0 0 ; 50 ( 1 0 0 ; 50 ( 1 0 0 ; 50 ( 1 0 0 ; 50 ( 1 0 0 ; 
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TS^ le_No_._2_.l_.8 
Product T .V . 
Qualificationwise classification of the pattern of influence 
Category I, 'Higher Secondary and Below' N = 29 
Decision 
Who 
decided'' 
Purchase Brand Model and Colour/ Amount to Store 
timings selection size se- Design be spent selection 
lection selection 
No. {%) No. {%) No . [%} No . (%; No . (%; No. {%) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
10 ( 3 4 . 5 ; 12 ( 4 1 . 4 J 16 ( 5 5 . 2 J 11 ( 3 7 . 9 ) 16 ( 5 5 . 2 ; 15 ( 5 1 . 7 ) 
5 ( 1 7 . 2 J 1 ( 3 . 5 ; - - 7 ( 2 4 . 2 ; 3 ( 1 0 . 3 ) 4 ( 1 3 . 8 ) 
8 ( 2 7 . 6 ; 5 ( 1 7 . 2 ; 5 C 1 7 . 2 ; 3 ( 1 0 . 3 ; 3 ( 1 0 . 3 ) 
5 ( 1 7 . 2 ; 6 ( 2 0 . 7 ; . 6 ( 2 0 . 7 ; 6 ( 2 0 . 7 ; 6 ( 2 0 . 7 ; 6 ( 2 0 . 7 ) 
1 ( 3 . 5 ; 5 ( 1 7 . 2 ; 2 ( 6 . 9 ; 2 ( 6 . 9 ; 1 ( 3 . 5 ; 4 ( 1 3 . 8 ; 
T o t a l 29 ( 1 0 0 ; 29 ( lOO; 29 ( 1 0 0 ; 29 ( 1 0 0 ; 29 ( 1 0 0 ; 29 (100) 
T a b l e No . 2 . 1 . 9 
Category II, 'Graduates' N = 35 
JDec i s ion 
Inspects 
Who 
d e c i d e d 
N o . (%; No . (%; No . (%; N O . (%; N O . (%; N O . (%; 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
19 ( 5 4 . 3 J 20 ( 5 7 . 1 ; 24 ( 6 8 . 6 ; 22 ( 6 2 . 8 ; 20 ( 5 7 . 1 ) 21 (60; . 
2 ( 5 . 7 ; - - - - 3 ( 8 . 6 ; - - - -
12 ( 3 4 . 3 ; 8 ( 2 2 . 5 ; 6 ( 1 7 . 1 ; 5 ( 1 4 . 3 ; 13 ( 3 7 . i ; 7 ( 2 o ; 
1 ( 2 . 9 ; 1 ( 2 . 9 ; - - 1 ( 2 . 9 ; 
2 ( 5 . 7 ; 7 ( 2 0 ; 4 ( 1 1 . 4 ; 4 ( 1 1 . 4 ; 2 ( 5 . 7 ; 6 ( 1 7 . 1 ; 
T o t a l 35 ( 1 0 0 ; 35 ( 1 0 0 ; 35 ( lOO; 35 ( lOO; 35 ( lOO; 35 (100) 
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Table No. 2 . 1 . 1 0 
C a t e g o r y I I I , ' P o s t - g r a d u a t e s and Above' N = 41 
D e c i s i o n 
i s p e c t s 
Who 
dec idec 
No . (%; No . (%; No . {%) No . (%; N O . {%) No. (%j 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
10 ( 2 4 . 4 ; 17 ( 4 1 . 5 ; 14 ( 3 4 . 2 ; 13 ( 3 1 . 7 ; 11 ( 2 6 . 9 ; 21 ( 5 1 . 2 ) 
4 ( 9 . 8 ; - - - - 3 ( 7 . 3 ; 1 ( 2 . 4 ; 1 ( 2 . 4 ; 
26 ( 6 3 . 4 ; 19 ( 4 6 . 3 ; 24 ( 5 8 . 5 ; 23 ( 5 6 . 2 ; 27 ( 6 5 . 9 ; 13 ( 3 1 . 7 ) 
- - 2 ( 4 . 9 ; 1 ( 2 . 4 ; 1 ( 2 . 4 ; 1 ( 2 . 4 ; 2 ( 4 . 9 ; 
1 ( 2 . 4 ; 3 ( 7 . 3 ; 2 ( 4 . 9 ; 1 ( 2 . 4 ; 1 ( 2 . 4 ; 4 ( 9 . 8 ; 
T o t a l 41 ( 1 0 0 ; 41 ( 1 0 0 ; 41 ( 1 0 0 ; 41 ( 1 0 0 ; 41 (100) 41 (100) 
Table_No_._2_.l_.ll 
Prof uct T .V . 
Income-wise classification of the pattern of influence 
Category I, 'Below Rs. 2000' N = 58 
Decision 
ispects 
Who 
decidec 
Purchase Brand Model and Colour/ Amount to Store 
timings selection size se- Design be spent selection 
lection selection 
N o . (%) N o . (%; N o . (%; N o . ii%) N o . (%; N O . (%; 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
l.Only hus- 17 (29.3; 27 (46.6; 28 (48.3; 25 (43.i; 26 (44.8; 34 (58.7) 
band 
decided 
2.0nly wife 7 (12.1) 1 (1.7; - - 9 (15.5; 3 (5.2; 4 (6.9; 
decided 
3.Both husband 26 ( 44.8 ;i4( 24.1; 20 (34.5; 14 (24.i; 21 (36.2; 6 (10.3; 
and wife 
decided 
4.Children 4 (6.9; 6 (10.3; 5 (8.6; 5 (8.6; 5 (8.6; 5 (8.6; 
decided 
5.Ariy other 4 (6.9; 10 (17.3; 5 (8.6; 5 (8.6; 3 (5.2; 9 (15.5) 
decided 
Total 58 (100; 58 (100; 58 (100; 58 (100; 58 (100; 58 (100) 
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T a b l e N o , 2 , ; L . 1 2 
C a t e g o r y I I , ' R s . 2000 - R s . 3 0 0 0 ' N = 37 
D e c i s i o n 
i s p e c t s 
Who 
d e c i d e d 
N o . {%) N o . {%) N o . {%) N o . (%; N o . (%; N o . {%) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
17 ( 4 6 . 0 ; 18 ( 4 8 . 7 j 22 ( 5 9 . 5 ; 16 ( 4 3 . 3 J 18 ( 4 8 . 7 j 22 ( 5 9 . 5 j 
3 ( 8 . i ; - - - - 3 ( 8 . i ; - - - -
16 ( 4 3 . 2 j 15 ( 4 0 . 5 ; 13 ( 3 5 . i ; 15 ( 4 0 . 5 ; 18 ( 4 8 . 7 ; 11 ( 2 9 . 7 ) 
1 ( 2 . 7 ; 1 ( 2 . 7 ; 2 ( 5 . 4 ; 2 ( 5 . 4 ; 1 ( 2 . 6 ; 2 ( 5 . 4 ) 
- - 3 ( 8 . 1 ; - - 1 ( 2 . 7 ; ~ - 2 ( 5 . 4 ; 
Total 37 (100; 37 (100; 37 (lOO; 37 (100; 37 (100 ; 37 (100) 
Table No. 2.1.13 
Category III, 'Above Rs. 3000' N = 10 
ision 
spects 
No. (%; No. (%; No. (%; N O . (%; N O . (%; N O . (%; 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
5 
1 
4 
-
_ 
(5o; 
( 1 0 ; 
(4o; 
-
_ 
4 ( 4 o ; 
-
3 ( 3 0 ; 
1 ( 1 0 ; 
2 ( 2 0 ; 
4 ( 4 o ; 
_ 
2 ( 2 0 ; 
1 ( 1 0 ; 
3 ( 3 0 ; 
5 ( 5 0 ; 
1 ( 1 0 ; 
2 ( 2 0 ; 
1 ( 1 0 ; 
1 ( 1 0 ; 
4 ( 4 o ; 
1 ( 1 0 ; 
4 ( 4 o ; 
1 ( 1 0 ; 
_ — 
3 
1 
2 
1 
3 
( 3 0 ; 
do; 
( 2 0 ; 
( 1 0 ; 
( 3 0 ; 
Total 10 (100; 10 (100; 10 (100; 10 (100; 10 (100; 10 (100; 
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Part_2 
CROCKERY 
Crockery, a semi-durable item has unlike T.V., a relatively 
high replacement rate. Replacements are made due to breakages^ 
availability of new and better designs and a fancy for good crockery. 
Before conducting the interview, the respondents were made clear 
3 
about the items that could be included in crockery . The periodic 
purchase of the 105 families is as under '. 
46 families made their latest purchase of crockery prior to 
1980. 26 families purchased crockery in 1981 and 33 families 
purchased it in 1982. 
Reasons for pxirchase and brand selection! 
Crokery is being purchased, now-a-days, more out of necessity, 
Still few families in our study have purchased it for some other 
reasons also. Necessity was reported to be a reason in 60 cases 
whileas 56 families also reported that Guest Entertainment was also 
a factor. 8 families purchased crockery out of fancy for good 
crockery. In 3 cases pj^ jpgfeCja^  Xtt*' ,jMeCM»fca<iq8a: tbe* /^ gatcwsaj&g. sjyepwt- ^eqagat 
crockery was purchased to decorate show cases wh4ft.eas in other 3 
cases it was purchased for gift purposes. Only two families consi-
dered crockery a status symbol. 
3, Crockery includes cups, saucers, dinner set etc., made of 
china-ware, glass or plastic.. 
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It was noted that well-to-do and educated families went for 
reputed brands like Hitkari (28^, Yera H), Bengal Potteries (5), 
Bhawa and Kundara (4j etc. Families belonging ,to lower income 
groups have not opted for specific brands but purchased it from 
the local market, daily bazar etc. It was observed that only few 
families purchased costly crockery consisting of dinner set, tea 
sets etc. while all others purchased only cups, saucers, mugs etc. 
for daily use. 
Who actually went to purchase it! 
Crockery, being a household item of daily use, is mostly 
purchased either by wife alone or jointly by husband and wife. The 
following table reveals the pattern of crockery purchases '. 
1. • Only husband 18 
2. Only wife 27 
3. Both husband and wife 37 
4. Wife accompanied by children 10 
5. Both accompanied by children 5 
6. Husband accompanied by children 2 
7. Children 3 
8. Others 3 
Total 10 5 
From the above table it is clear that in most of the cases 
{67) crockery was purchased by either both husband and wife (37^ or 
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by wife alone. It is also clear that in 79 cases wife went to 
purchase the crockery. In 27 cases she went alone, in 37 cases 
she accompanied her husband^ In 10 cases she was accompanied by 
children and in 5 cases she was accompanied by both husband and 
children. Husband went alone to purchase the crockery only in 18 
cases. Others went to purchase it in only 3 cases which is 
insignificant. Children went to purchase the crockery accompanied 
by their mother in 10 cases, by their father in 2 cases and alone 
in 3 cases. Unlike in the purchase of T.V. children who played a 
significant role in case of -crockery were female children aged 
betv.'een 14 to 22. 
As crockery is a very common item and available everywhere, 
people mostly purchase it from a nearby store. However, the factors 
that were considered by the 10 5 families in our study are given in 
the following table in the descending order of their preferences. 
ji^U-tJl 
Factors considered in store selection No. of cases 
1. Nearness of the store 50 
2. Good variety and reasonable price 27 
3. Reputation of the area 16 
4. Reputation of the store 8 
5. Acguintance v;ith the store owner 8 
6. Discount offered 7 
7. A particular brand carried by the store 4 
8. As suggested by friends 3 
9. Any other 4 
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Our general finding is confirmed by the fact that in most 
of the cases (50 casesj, people have purchased the crockery from 
a nearby store. The next important factor was good variety and 
reasonable price (27 cases) followed by reputation of the area 
or market (16 cases <) , It was observed that reputation of the 
store {&) was considered mostly by educated people and they 
belonged to salaried and teaching class. 8 families selected a 
store because of acquintance with the store owner and 7 families 
selected the store because it offered some discount. 4 families 
purchased crockery from a particular store because it carried 
a particular brand of their liking whereas in 3 cases suggestion 
was made by a friend. 
Because of crockery being not so costly and being purchased 
at regular intervals, its financing aspect is not considered by 
most of the families. 
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Analysis of the pattern of influence in purchase 
Decision-Making aspects for crockery 
This section attempts to analyse the relative influence of 
husband, wife, children and others in the purchase decision making 
for crockery. The following table presents the general pattern of 
buying decision making for crockery 1 
Table_No_._3j.2 
General pattern of buying decision making for crockery 
Decision 
ispects 
Who 
decided' 
Purchase Brand Mdke/ Colour/ Amount to Store/ 
timings selection style Design be spent Dealer 
selection selection selection 
No. {%) No. {%) No. {%) No. {%) No. (%; No. {%) 
l . O n l y h u s - 18 ( 1 7 . i ; 14 ( 1 3 . 3 ^ 12 ( 1 1 . 4 ; 15 ( 1 4 . 3 ; 29 ( 2 7 . 6 ) 24 ( 2 2 . 8 ) 
band d e c i d e d 
2 . 0 n l y w i f e 52 ( 4 9 . 5 ) 47 ( 4 4 . 8 ) 59 ( 5 6 . 2 J 64 ( 6 0 . 9 ) 33 ( 3 1 . 4 J 49 ( 4 6 . 7 ) 
d e c i d e d 
3 .Both h u s - 30 ( 2 8 . 6 ; 37 ( 3 5 . 2 J 25 ( 2 3 . 8 ) 19 ( 1 8 . 1 ) 39 ( 3 7 . 1 ) 25 ( 2 3 . 8 ; 
band and 
wi fe d e c i d e d 
4 . C h i l d r e n 4 ( 3 . 8 ) 6 ( 5 . 7 ; 7 ( 6 . 7 ; 7 ( 6 . 7 ; 3 ( 2 . 8 ; 5 ( 4 . 8 ) 
d e c i d e d 
5.Any o t h e r 1 ( 0 . 9 ; 1 ( 0 . 9 ; 2 ( 1 . 9 ; 1 ( 0 . 9 ; 1 ( 0 . 9 ; 2 ( 1 . 9 ; 
d e c i d e d 
T o t a l 105 ( lOO; 105 ( lOO; 105 ( lOO; 105 ( lOO; 105 ( lOO; 105 (100) 
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General_picture_I 
A glance at the above table shows that except one decision 
aspect all the other decision aspects were dominated by wives. 
Wife's dominance was highest (60.9%J in case of colour/design 
selection and was minimiom (31.4%J in case of 'Amount to be spent' 
decision. In case of 'Amount to be spent' decision it were both 
husband and wife who dominated. The decision by only husband was 
not of much significance. Their dominance varied between 27.6% in 
case of amount to be spent and 11.4% in case of Make/style selec-
tion. Both husband and wife decided jointly on different aspects 
in quite good nxjmber of cases. Highest number of joint decisions 
were observed in case of Amount to be spent decision (37.1%J whClle-
as minimum number of joint decisions were observed in colour/design 
selection (18.1%J. The percentage of children and others in 
decision making was observed to be too low. In case of children it 
varied between 3.8% and 6,7%, wh^eas in case of others it varied 
between 0.9% and 1.9%. 
Thus it can be stated that in making purchase decision 
regarding crockery in most of the cases, either wife decided alone 
or in consultation with her husband. Husband alone, children and 
others played an insignificant role in purchase decision making. 
In the following pages, the different decision aspects have been 
analysed and the pattern of influence is discussed. 
1 . Purchase timings ', 
In general, 'Purchase Timing' decision was dominated by only 
wives (49.5%j. Both husband and wife decided in 28,6% cases whereas 
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only husband decided in 17,1% cases. Children and others played 
a veiry insignificant role in deciding about the timing of the 
purchase. Children's decision w,as observed in 3,8% cases whereas 
in case of others it was only 0,9%, 
Occupationwise analysis of the above data revealed that oniy 
wife's dominance was maximum in business class, whereas it was 
minimum in case of teaching class (35%J. It was quite high in case 
of service class (53.1%) whereas it w^s moderate in case of pro-
fessional class (35,3%). Reverse was found to be true in case of 
joint decisions. Maximum number of joint decisions were observed 
in teaching class (65%) whereas it was minimum in case of business 
I 
class (10.5%). In case of professional group joint decisions were 
observed in 29,4% cases, whereas in case of service class joint 
decisions were observed in 20.4% cases. Only husband's dominance 
was found to be maximxam (35.3%) in professional group. Incidentally, 
wife's dominance was also observed to be 35.3% in this group. Only 
husband's dominance was found to be minimum (10.5%) in business 
class wh^eas in service class it v/.js 20.4%. In case of teaching 
class ho case of only husband's decision was observed. Children's 
role was only observed in service class .(6*1%) and business class 
(5.3%). In other two occupational groups no case of children's 
decision was observed. Others role was also observed in only 
business class and was very insignificant (5.3%). 
On analysing the data according to the age of the respondents 
it was observed that only wife's dominance was highest (60.5%) in 
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the middle age group it was miniimjm (29.4%^ in the young age group. 
It was quite significant (48%J in the old age group. On the other 
hand only husband's dominance was found to be minimtim (13.1%^ in 
the middle age group, whereas it was maximum (29.4%J in the young 
age group. In the old age group it was only moderate (16%^. 
However, maximum joint decisions were observed in the young age 
group (35.3%j whereas minimum number of joint decisions were 
observed in the middle age group (23.7^. In the old age group 
*both husband and wife decided in 30% cases. Children's role was 
observed in only two age groups. In the old age group children 
decided about purchase timing in 6% cases whereas in the middle 
age group they decided in only 2.6% cases. Others role was 
observed only in case of young age group and was found to be 
insignificant. 
Educationwise analysis of the data revealed that only wife's 
dominance decreased with the increase in the educational qualifica-
tions of the husband from 58.6% to 45.7% to 43.9% in the 1st, Ilnd 
and Ilird educational groups. Joint decisions, on the other hand/ 
showed an increasing trend with the increase in the educational 
qualification. It increased from 10.3% to 22.8% to 46.37° in the 
1st, Ilnd and Ilird educational groups. Husband's dominance was 
found to be maximum (25.7%J in case of graduates, and minimum 
{A.9%) in case of postgraduates and above. In case«^less educated 
families husband's dominance was significant (24.1%j. Childrer?s 
role was found to be 6.9% in case of higher secondary and below 
whereas in case of postgraduates and above it was 4.9%. No case 
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of children's decision was observed in case of graduates, however, 
others role was only observed in this class (5.7). 
Incomewise analysis revealed that only wife's dominance 
was highest (60%j in the upper income group. On the other hand 
husbands dominance was found to be minimum (10%J in this group. 
Wife's dominance, on the other hand, was minimum (40.5%) in the 
middle income group. However joint decisions were found to be 
maximuin (37.8%) in this group. Husband's dominance was also 
highest (21.6%) in this group. It was only moderate (15.5%) in 
the lower income group. In the lower income group joint decisions 
were found to be minimum (22.4%). Good number of joint decisions 
were taken in the upper income group (30%). Children's and others 
role was only fo\ind in the lower income group. Children in this 
group decided in 5.9% cases about the purchase timing whereas 
others decided in 1.7% cases. It is clear that only children 
belonging to the lower income group are involved in the purchase 
decision making for household items like crockery. Whereas, it 
may be opined that the children in the middle and upper income 
groups must be more concerned and consequently involved in the 
purchase decision making for semi-luxurious and luxurious items 
such as fancy clothing or a family vacation. 
In general the brand decision was dominated by wife alone 
(44.8%). However joint decisions were also observed in quite a 
good number of cases (35.2%). Husbands dominance was observed 
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to be quite low (13.3%J and children also did not play any signi-
ficant role (5.7%). Others role was found to be quite insignifi-
cant (0,9%; . 
Occupationwise analysis of the above data revealed that 
wife's dominance was maximum (63.1%) in business class whereas 
joint decisions were found to be minimum (10.5%) in this class. 
On the other hand wife's dominance was found to be minimum (25%) 
in the teaching class whereas joint decisions were observed, in 
this class, to be maximum (75%). No case of either husband or 
children or others deciding about the brand was observed in 
teaching class. Wife's dominance in other two occupational groups 
was also foxond to be considerable. It was 47% in professional 
group and 44.9% in service class. Joint decisions were also 
observed in good number of cases in these two occupational groups 
being 30,6% and 29.4% in business class and professional group 
respectively. Husband's dominance was found to be maximum (23.5%) 
in professional group and minimum (14.3%) in service class. In 
case of business class it was moderate (15.8%) children's dominance 
was found to be highest (10.2%) in service class and lowest (5.3%) 
in business class. In case of other two occupational groups no 
case of children's decision was observed. Other's role was only 
observed in business class and it was found to be insignificant 
(5.3%). 
Agewise analyse of the data revealed that wife's dominance 
was maximum (52.6%) in the middle.age group whereas joint decisions 
and husband's dominance were found to be minimum in this age group 
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(31.6% and 10.5% respectively<). On the other hand wife's dominance 
was found to be minimum (40%J in the old age group whereas joint 
decisions were observed to be maximum (38%> in this age group. 
Husbands dominance was found to be low (12%j in this age group, 
whereas it was maximum (23.5%-) in the young age group. Wifes 
dominance was found to be significant (41.2%) in the young age 
group also. Joint decisions were also observed in good number of 
cases (35.3%^ in the young age group. Children's role showed an 
increasing trend with the increase in the age of the respondents 
from 0.0% to 2.6% to 10% in the 1st, Ilnd and 3rd age groups. 
Other's role was observed only in the middle age group and was 
guite insignificant (2.6%J. 
Educationwise analysis revealed a decreasing trend in wife's 
dominance with the increasing educational qualification of the 
husband from 58.6% to 40% to 39% in the 1st, Ilnd and 3rd educa-
tional grouDS. Joint decision, on the other hand showed an 
increasing trend with increasing level of education, from 17.2% 
to 31.4% to 51.2% in the three educational groups respectively. 
This indicates that higher education leads to more joint decisions 
and lesser individual decisions by the wife alone. Husband's 
dominance was found to be maximum (25.7%; in case of graduates 
whereas it was found to be minimum (2.4%J in case of postgraduates 
and above. It was found to be low also in case of higher secondary 
and belov; (13.8%;. Children's role was found to be m.aximum (10.3%J 
in case of higher secondar^ -^ and below whereas it was found to be 
minimum {1,3%) in case of postgraduates and above. No case of 
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children's decision was observed in case of graduates whereas 
others role was found only in this group but was quite insignificant 
(2.9%). 
Incomewise analysis revealed that wife's dominance was 
maximum (60%) in the upper income group, quite significant (48.3%) 
in the lower income group and minimum (35,1%) in the middle income 
group. However, joint decisions in the middle income group were 
found to be maximum (51.3%) whereas minimum number of joint 
decisions were observed in the upper income group (30?4). In case 
of lower income group also, joint decisions were found in good 
number of cases (25.9%). Children's and other's role was found 
only in case of the lower income group (10.3/^ and 1.7% respectively). 
This indicates that children in the middle and upper income groups 
are not involved in the ourchase of necessary household items 
like crockery. 
3. Make/style selection! 
Crockery is, nowadays, available in various makes and styles. 
So it is to be decided whether to buy china-ware, plastic-ware, 
glass-ware or any other make. In general this decision was dominated 
by wife alone (56.2%). Husband's domince was minimum among all 
decision aspects in this aspect (11.4%). Joint decisions were 
found to be moderate (23.8%;. Children's dominance was highest 
in this decision aspect among all the decision aspects but it was 
not of much significance (6.7%). Others role too was found to be 
maximum in this aspect among all the decision aspects but was quite 
insignificant (1.9%). 
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Occupationwise analysis of the above data revealed that wifes 
dominance was highest (63.1%J in business class and lov;est {45%j in 
teaching class. It was quite high (61.2%j in service class and 
was considerable (47%j in professional group. Husband's dominance, 
on the other hand was fo\ind to be maximum (23.5%j in professional 
group and minimum (10.2%^ in service class. It was found low also 
in case of business class (15.8%). However no case of husband's 
decision was observed in teaching class. On the other hand, joint 
decision was observed to be maximum (55%) in teaching class and 
minimum (10.5%) in business class. In case of professional group 
number of joint decisions was found to be significant (29.4%) and 
in case of service class it was low (14.3%). Children's role was 
observed only in two occupational groups viz., service and business 
classes. In case of service class it was low (12.2%) whereas in 
case of business class it was insignificant (5.3%). Others' role 
was also found only in these two occupational groups. It was found 
to be insignificant in business class (5.3%) and quite insignificant 
(2.1%; in service class. 
Agewise analysis of the data revealed certain interesting 
trends in this decision aspect. Wife's dominance, although quite 
high in each age group, was found to have a decreasing trend with 
the increasing age of the husband, from 70.6% to 57.9% to 50% in 
the lower, middle and old age groups respectively. Joint decisions, 
on the other hand, showed an increasing trend with the increase in 
age from 17.6% to 23.7% to 26% in the three age groups. Children's 
role also followed the same trend- from 0.0% to 2.6% to 10% in the 
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1st, Ilnd and 3rd age groups. Others role was, however, observed 
only in the middle age group but was insignificant (5.3%J. Husband's 
dominance was observed to be maximum (14%J in the old age group and 
minimum (10.5%) in the middle age group. It was low (11.8%J in 
the young age group. 
Some trends were also revealed on analysing the data education-
wise. Wife's dominance was found to follow a decreasing trend with 
the increasing education of husband from 62% to 54.3% to 53.6% in 
the 1st, Ilnd and 3rd educational groups. Joint decisions, on the 
other hand, showed an increasing trend from 10.3% to 22.8% to 
34.1%. Husband's dominance was found to be maximum (20%J in case 
of graduates and minimiim (2.4%) in case of postgraduates and above. 
It was moderate (17.2%) in case of higher secondary and below. 
Children's role was found to be maximum (10.3%) in case of higher 
secondary and below and minimum (7.3%) in case of postgraduates 
and above. No case of children's decision was observed in case 
of graduates. 
On incomewise analysis wife's dominance was found to be 
quite high (80%) in the upper income group whereas it was consi-
derable also in case of lower income group (55.2%) and middle 
income group (51.3%). Husband's dominance showed a decreasing 
trend with the increase in the family income from 13.8% to 10,8% 
to 10% in the lower, middle and upper income groups respectively. 
Joint decisions were foiind to be maximum (37,8%; in the middle 
income group and minimujm (10%) in the upper income group. It was 
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found low also in case of lower income group (17,2%j. Children's 
and others role was observed, in this decision aspect also, only 
in the lower income group families. Whereas children's dominance 
was low (10,3%,), other's played an insignificant role (3.4%J in 
thi s group, 
4. Colour/Design selection! 
In general colour/design decision was dominated by wife 
alone (60,9%J, In fact wife's dominance was found to be highest 
in this aspect among all decision aspects. However, among all 
decision aspects least number of joint decisions were observed in 
this decision aspect (18,1%J. Husband's dominance was very low 
(14,3%J as in other decision aspects of crockery, children decided 
in 6.7% cases regarding this aspect whereas others pla^ a^ a very 
insignificant role. 
On analysing the above data according to the occupation of 
the respondents, it was observed that wife's dominance was maximum 
(69.4%J in service class, followed by 55% in teaching class and 
52,9% in professional group. It was found to be lowest (52.6%J 
in business class. Joint decisions were observed to be maximum 
(45%J in teaching class followed by 17,6% in professional group 
and 15,8% in business class. Minimum joint decisions were observed 
in service class (8.2%J, Husband's dominance was found to be quite 
high than the general pattern in case of professional group (29.4%) 
followed by 21% in business class and 10.2% in service class. No 
case was observed of husband taking this decision alone in case of 
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teaching class. Children's role was observed in only two occupa-
tional groups. It was 12.2% in service class and 5.3% in business 
class. Others role was only observed in case of business class 
(5.3%;. 
Agewise analysis of the data revealed that wife's dominance 
was highest (71%J in the middle age group followed by 58.8% in the 
young age group. It was found to be lowest (54%J in the old age 
group. Joint decisions were found to be maximum (29.4%; in the 
young age group which is quite high than the general patteim. 
This was followed by 18% in the old age group and 13.1% in the 
middle age group. Husband's dominance was found to be maximxim 
(16%; in the old age group and minimum (10.5%; in the middle age 
group. It was 11.8% in the young age group. Children's role 
showed an increasing trend with the increasing age of the res-
pondents from 0.0% to 2.6% to 12% in the three age groups. This 
shows the dependence of older couples upon their children (which 
in case of crockery were observed to be grown up female children;. 
Other's role was observed only in the middle age group (2,6%;. 
On analysing the data educationwise the following trends 
were observed. Husband's dominance showed a decreasing trend 
with increased educational qualifications from 20,7% to 20% to 
2.4%. On the other hand wife's'dominance revealed an increasing 
trend in relation to increased level of education from 55.2% to 
62.8% to 63.4% in the Ist, Ilnd and IlIrd educational groups. 
Joint decisions were found to be maximum (26.8%; in post graduates 
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and above followed by 13,8% in higher secondary and below and 
11,4% in graduates. Children's role was maximum (10,3%^ in higher 
secondary and below followed by 7,3% in postgraduates and above 
and 2.9% in case of graduates, Others role was observed only in 
case of graduates and was quite insignificant (2,9%J, Thus, 
education is an important factor for decreased influence of 
husband alone and increased influence of wife alone as regards "^kiju* 
decision aspect*, 
Incomewise analysis of the data revealed that husbands 
influence decreased with the increase in the family income from 
15.5% to 13.5% to 0.0% in the lower middle and upper income groups. 
Wife's dominance, on the other hand showed an increasing trend 
from 55,2% to 64.9% to 80% in the 1st, Ilnd and 3rd income groups. 
Joint decisions were observed to be maximxam (21.6%^ in the middle 
income group followed by 17.2% in the lower income group and 10% 
in the upper income group. Children's role was observed to be 
maxiraiom (10.3%-) in the lower income group and minimum (10%J in 
the upper income group. No case of children's decision was 
observed in the middle income group. Others role was almost 
nonexistent (1,7%J. 
5, Amount to be spent I 
Amount to be spent is not an important consideration for 
the purchase of crockery. Yet, in cases were good quality crockery 
is involved, this aspect receives consideration. However, the 
following general pattern was observed regarding this decision 
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aspect. Only husband's dominance was observed to be highest among 
all decision aspects in this decision aspect (27.6%). On the other 
hand wife's dominance was found to be lowest among all decision 
aspects in this aspect (31,4%). However, joint decision by both 
husband and wife was observed in a good number of cases (37.1%) 
children's and other's role was quite insignificant in this aspect 
(2,8% and 0.9%) respectively. 
Occupationwise analysis of the above data revealed that 
wife's dominance was highest (42.1%) in business class followed 
by 36.7% in service class and 23.5% in professional group. It was 
lowest (15%) in teaching class. However, joint decisions were 
found to be highest (85%) in teaching class followed by 35.3% in 
professional group and 26.5% in service class. Lowest number of 
joint decisions were found in business class (15.8%). Husband's 
dominance was considerable in case of professional group (41.2%) 
followed by 32.7% in service class and 31.6% in business class. 
No case of husband's dominance was, however, observed in teaching 
class. Children's role was observed only in service and business 
classes (4.1% and 5.3% respectively). Others role was, however, 
limited to only business class (5.3%). 
Agewise classification of the data revealed that husband's 
dominance was highest (41.2%) in the young age group and lowest 
(18.4%) in the middle age group. It was significant (30/4) in the 
old age group. Wife's dominance was, on the other hand, lowest 
in the young age group (17.6%) and highest (39.5%) in the middle 
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age group. It was moderate (30%^ ) in the middle age group. Joint 
decision by both husband and wife showed a decreasing trend from 
41.2% to 36.8% to 36% in the young, middle and old age groups. 
Children's role, on the other hand, showed an increased trend 
from 0.0% to 2.6% to 4% in the three age groups. Others role, 
however, was observed only in the middle age group (2.6%J. 
Educationwise analysis of the data revealed that husband's 
dominance was quite high (44.8%-) in the less educated families and 
that it decreased with, increased level of education of 37.1% to 
only 7.3% in case of graduates and postgraduates and above 
respectively. Wife's dominance was also found to be highest 
(37.9%; in case of higher secondary and below and lowest (25.7%-) 
in graduates. It was 31.7% in case of postgraduates and above. 
Joint decisions showed an increasing trend from a mere 13 .P"' to 
3 4.3% to as high as 56% in the 1st, Ilnd and Ilird, educational 
groups. Children's role was found in either less educated families 
(3.4%; or highly educated families (4.9%;. No such case was 
observed in case of graduates. However, other's role was only 
observed in case of graduates (2.9%;. 
Incomewise analysis of the data revealed that v/ife's 
dominance was highest (60%; in the upper income group whereas it 
was lowest in the middle income group (16.2%j. It was also 
significant in the lower income group (36.2%;. Husband's dom.inance, 
on the other hand was found to be maximum (29.7%; in the middle 
income group and minimum. (20%J in the upper income group. It was 
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27.6% in case of lower income group,- Maximum joint decisions 
were observed in the middle income group (54%>), whereas minimum 
were observed in the upper income group (20%j. Joint decisions 
were found in good number (29.3%^ in the lower income group. 
Children's and other's role was observed only in the lower income 
group (5,2% and 1.7% respectively J. Since upper and middle income 
groups usually purchase reputed brands of crockery v/hich involve 
substential amount, it is reasonable to expect them not to allow 
their children and others take this particular decision. 
6 , Store/Dealer selection I 
In general this decision aspect was also dominate?d by wife 
alone (46.7%) joint decisions and husband's dominance were found 
to be almost equal (23.8% and 22.8% respectively J . As in other 
decision aspects, children and others played an insignificant 
role in this aspect also (4.8% and 1.9% respectively;. 
Occupationwise analysis of the above data revealed that 
wife's dominance was maximum (52.6%,) in business class followed 
by 49% in service class and 40% in teaching class. It was found -
to be minimum among professional group (29-.4%;. Husband's 
dominance on the other hand, w,as observed to be maximum (35.3%; in 
professional group followd by 24.5% in service class and 21% in 
business class. It was only 10% teaching class. However, in 
teaching class the percentage of joint decision was found to be 
maxim.iim (50%J followed by 35.5% in professional group. In case 
of service and business classes the percentage of joint decision 
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was quite low (16.3% and 15.8% respectively J. Children's and 
others role was observed only in service and business classes. 
In case of children the percentage was 8 .'2% and 5.3% respectively, 
whereas in case of others it was 2% and 5.3% respectively. 
Agewise analysis revealed that husband's dominance was 
quite high (47%J in the young age group followed by 22% in the 
old age group and a mere 13.1% in the middle age group. On the 
other hand wife's dominance was quite high (52.6%J in the middle 
age group followed by 46% in the old age group. It was found to 
be minimum (23.5%J in the young age group. In case of joint 
decisions no variation from the general pattern was observed in 
all the three age groups. Children's role showed a positive 
relationship with age. It increased from 0.0% to 2.6% to 8% in 
the 1st, Ilnd and IlIrd age groups. Other's dominance was highest 
{1.9%) in the middle age group and lowest (5.9%^ in the young age 
group. No such case was observed in the old age group. 
Qualificationwise analysis of the data revealed that wife's 
dominance was highest (48.3%-) in case of higher secondary and below, 
followed by 46.3% in case of postgraduates and above. It was mini-
miom (40%,) in case of graduates. However, in case of graduates 
husband's dominance was found to be maximum (31.4%J followed by 
31% in case of less educated families. It was lowest (9.7%J in 
case of highly educated families. Joint decisions showed a 
positive relationship with the level of education. It increased 
from 13.8% to 20% to 34.1% in the 1st, Ilnd and tlird educational 
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groups, Childrens roles was observed either in highly educated 
families (7,3%j or in less educated families (6.9%^. No such 
case was observed in case of graduates. Others role was maximum 
(8.6%; in graduates and mlniiman (2.A%) in case of postgraduates 
and above. No such case was observed in the less educated 
families, 
Incomewise analysis of the data revealed that wife's 
dominance was quite high {10%) in the upper income group followed 
by 48.3% in the lower income group and .32.4% in the middle income 
group. However, in case of the middle income group joint decisions 
were found to be maximum (40.5%-) followed by 15,5% in the lower 
income group and a mere 10% in the upper income group. Children's 
role was found only in case of the lower income group (8.6%-). 
Other's role was observed only in the middle and lower income 
groups (5.4% and 3.4% respectively^. 
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After analysing the information pertaining to the purchase 
of crockery, the following observations were made. 
In most of the cases (66%J crockery was purchased by either 
both husband and wife or by wife alone. It was noted that only 
well to do families went for reputed brands like Hitkari, Bengal, 
Yera etc. In most of the cases crockery was purchased from a 
nearby store. 
On studying the relative influence of various family 
members in the purchase decision making for crockery, it was found 
that wife dominated in all decision aspects, A general picture of 
relative influences is provided by the following table of average 
relative influence of six decision aspects. 
Average Relative Influence 
Who decided Average (Percentages J 
1. Only husband decided 17.7 
2. Only wife decided 48.2 
3. Both husband and wife decided 27.8 
4. Children decided 5.1 
5. Any other decided 1.2 
Total 100 
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Wife's dominance is evident from the above table. But 
joint decisions have also been taken in a good number of cases. 
Thus it is either wife alone or both husband and wife jointly 
who decided, on an average, in 76% cases about various purchase 
decision aspects of crockery. Only husband, children and others 
decided in only 24% cases. 
On occupation-wise classification the observations were 
as under '.-
Among the respondents belonging to service class, professional 
group and business class wife's dominance was observed which 
ranged between 57% and 39.2% on an average. Joint decision were 
very less in case of business and service classes whileas they 
were moderate in case of professional group. Only husband's 
dominance was found to be significant in professional group 
whereas it was low in case of business and service classes. 
Children's role was fo\ind only in business and service classes 
but was quite insignificant. Others role was found in all 
occupational groups except in teaching class but it was found 
to be quite insignificant. 
In case of teaching class it was either wife alone or 
both husband and wife jointly who took all the decisions. How-
ever, it was the joint decision which was observed in 2/3rd 
of the cases. 
The agewise classification revealed that wife's dominance 
was maximum in the middle age group and minimum in the young age 
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group. Husband's dominance on the other hand was found to be 
maximum in the young age group. But juoint decisions were also 
observed in a good number of cases in this group. Husband's 
dominance was low in other two groups whereas joint decisions 
were found to be moderate. Children's role showed an increased 
trend with the increase in the age of the respondents. This 
shows the dependence of old couples upon their children. Other's 
role was only found in young and middle age groups. 
For the qualification-wise analysis it.was observed that 
wife dominated in all the three educational groups, but, it was 
maximum in case of higher secondary and below and minimum in 
case of graduates. Husband's dominance was found to be signifi-
cant in case of higher secondary and below and graduates, but it 
was maximum in case of graduates. However, it was quite insigni-
ficant in case of highly educated families. Joint decisions 
increased with the increase in the qualification of respondents. 
This makes it clear that education is an important factor for 
reduced separate decisions and increased joint decisions. 
Children's role was significant either in case of less educated 
families or highly educated families. However, it was maximum 
in case of less educated families. On the other hand, children's 
role was nonexistent in case of graduates but others role was 
found in this group. 
Wife's dominance was found in case of lower income and 
upper income families. However, in case of middle income group 
both husband and wife dominated jointly, although wife's dominance 
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was equally significant. In case of other two income groups 
joint decisions were fotind to be low. Husband's dominance was 
found to be low in all the three groups but it was lowest in the 
upper income group. Children's role was observed in lower and 
upper income groups only. But it was maximum in the lower 
income group and quite insignificant in the upper income group. 
On the other hand others role was only observed in the middle 
income group but was negligible. 
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Table No. 3.2 
Product Crockery 
General Pattern of Buying Decision Making 
N = 105 
.Decision! Purchase Brand Make/ Colour/ Amount Store/ 
ispects timings selection style Design to be dealer 
\v 1 selection selection spent selection 
Who X. 
decided\ No. (%) No. {%) No. (%) No. (%) No. {%) No. {%) 
l.Only hus- 18 (17.i; 14 (13.3J 12 (11.4; 15 (14.3; 29 (27.6; 24 (22.8) 
band 
decided 
2.0nly wife 52 (49.5; 47 (44.8; 59 (56.2; 64 (60.9; 33 (31.4; 49 (46.7; 
decided 
3.Both hus- 30 (28.6; 37 (35.2; 25 (23.8; 19 (18.i; 39 (37.i; 25 (23.8) 
band and 
wife 
decided 
4.Children 4 (3.8; 6 (5.7; 7 (6.7; 7 (6.7) 3 (2.8; 5 (4.8) 
decided 
5.Any other 1 (0.9; 1 (0.9; 2 (1.9; 1 (0.9; 1 (0.9; 2 (1.9) 
decided 
Total 105 (100) 105 (loo; 105 (100; 105 (loo; los (loo; 105 (100) 
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Table No. 3.2.1 
Product- -C rockery 
Occupationwise classification of the pattern of influence 
Category I, 'Service class* N = 49 
.Decision 
^spects 
Who 
decided 
Purchase 
timings 
N o . ^{%) 
Brand Make/ Colour/ Amount Store/ 
selection style design to be dealer 
selection selection spent selection 
No. 2 (%^  No. 2 (%-> No. ^ (%; No. ^i%) No. g {%) 
l.Only husband 10 (20.4J 7 (14.3J 6 (10.2J 5 (10.2j 16 (32.7; 12 (24.5J 
decided 
2.Only wife 26 (53.i; 22 (44.9; 30 (61.2; 34 (69.4; 18 (36.7; 24 ( 49 .0; 
decided 
3.Both husband 10 (20.4; 15 (30.6; 7 (14.3; 4 (8.2; 13 (26.5; 8 (16.3; 
and wife 
decided 
4.Children 3(6.i; 5 (10.2; 6 (12.2; 6 (12.2; 2 (4.i; 4(8.2; 
decided 
5.Any other - {-J - {-) 1(2.i; - ( - ; 
decided 
0 (-; 1 (2.o; 
Total 49 ( 1 0 0 ; 49 ( 1 0 0 ; 49 ( 1 0 0 ; 49 ( 1 0 0 ; 49 ( 1 0 0 ; 49 ( 1 0 0 ; 
Table No. 3.2.2 
Category II, Teaching class N = 20 
D e c i s i o n 
[ s p e c t s 
Who 
decided" 
No. (%; No. (%; No. {%) No. (%; NO. (%; NO, (%; 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. 
2 . 
3. 
4. 
5. 
- (-; - (-; - (-; 
7 (35; 5 (25; 9 (45; 
13 (65; 15 (75; 11 (55; 
- ( - ; - ( - ; - ( - ; 
- (•-; - (-; - (-; 
- .(-; - (-; 2 (10; 
11 (55; 3 (15; 8 (4o; 
9 (45; 17 (85; 10 (50; 
- (-; - (-; - (-; 
- ( - ; - ( - ; - ( - ; 
Total 20 (ico; 20 (100; 20 (100; 20 (100; 20 (100; 20 (100; 
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Table No. 3.2.3 
Category III, Business class N = 19 
who 
decided' 
No. {%) No. {%) 
1 2 
No. (%; No. (%; No. (%; N O . {%) 
3 4 5 6 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
2 (10.5; 3 (15.8; 3 (15.8; 4 (21; 
13 (68.4; 12 (63.1; 12 (63.1; 10 (52.6; 
2 (10.5; 2 (10.5; 2 (10.5; 3 (15.8; 
1 (5.3; 1 (5.3; 1 (5.3; 1 (5.3; 
1 (5.3; 1 (5.3; 1 (5.3; 1 (5.3; 
6 (31.6; 4 (21; 
8 (42.1; 10 (52.6; 
3 (15.8; 3 (15.8; 
1 ( 5 . 3 ; 1 ( 5 . a ; 
1 (5.3; 1 (5.3; 
Total 19 (100; 19 (100; 19 (100 ; 19 (100 ; 19 (100 ; 19 (100; 
Table No. 3.2.4 
Category IV, 'Professional Group N = 17 
Decision 
ispect 
who 
decided" 
No. (%; No. (%; No. (%; N O . (%; N O . (%; N O . (%; 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5-: 
6 ( 3 5 . 3 ; 
6 ( 3 5 . 3 ; 
5 ( 2 9 . 4 ; 
- ( - ; 
- ( - ; 
4 ( 2 3 . 5 ; 
8 ( 4 7 ; 
5 ( 2 9 . 4 ; 
- ( - ; 
- ( - ; 
4 ( 2 3 . 5 ; 
8 ( 4 7 ; 
5 ( 2 9 . 4 ; 
- ( - ; 
- ( - ; 
5 ( 2 9 . 4 ; 
9 ( 5 2 . 9 ; 
3 ( 1 7 . 6 ; 
- ( - ; 
- ( - ; 
7 ( 4 1 . 2 ; 
4 ( 2 3 . 5 ; 
6 ( 3 5 . 3 ; 
- ( - ; 
- ( - ; 
6 ( 3 5 . 3 ; 
5 ( 2 9 . 4 ; 
4 ( 2 3 . 5 ; 
- ( - ; 
2 ( i i . s ; 
Total 17 (100; 17 (100; 17 (100; 17 (100; 17 (100 ; 17 (100; 
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Table No. 3.2.5 
Product- -C rockery 
Agewise classification of the pattern of influence category I, 
'Below 35 years' M = 17 
Decision 
ispects 
Who 
decided 
Purchase Brand Make/ Colour/ Amount Store/ 
timings selection style design , to be dealer 
selection selection spent selection 
No. ^(%) No. 2 ^^ -^  No. ^ (%; No. ^ {%) No. 5 i%) No. ^{%) 
l.Only hus- 5 (29.4; 
banc, decided 
2,Only wife 5 (29.4J 
decided 
3.Both hus- 6 (35.3^ 
band and 
wife decided 
4.Children - (--) 
decided 
5.Any other 1 (5.9; 
decided 
4 (23.5) 2 (11.8) 2 (11.8) 7 (41.2; 8 (47; 
7 (41.2; 12 (70.6; 10 (58.8; 3 (17.6) 4 (23.5) 
6 (35.3; 3 (17.6; 5 (29.4; 7 (41.2; 4 (23.5) 
- ( - ; 
- ( - ; 
- ( - ; 
- ( - ; 
- ( - ; 
- ( - ; 
- ( - ; 
- (-; 
- ( - ; 
1 ( 5 . 9 ; 
Total 17 (100; 17 (100; 17 (100; 17 (100; 17 (100; 17 (100; 
Table No. 3.2.6 
Category II, '35-45' years N = 38 
D e c i s i o n 
j ^ p c c t s 
Who 
dec ided 
No. (%; No. (%; No. (%; N O . (%; N O . (%; N O . {%) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
5 ( 1 3 . 1 ; 4 ( 1 0 . 5 ; 4 ( 1 0 . 5 ; 4 ( 1 0 . 5 ; 7 ( 1 8 . 4 ; 5 ( 1 3 . 1 ) 
23 ( 6 0 . 5 ; 20 ( 5 2 . 6 ; 22 ( 5 7 . 9 ; 27 ( 7 1 ; 15 ( 3 9 . 5 ; 20 ( 5 2 . 6 ; 
9 ( 2 3 . 7 ; 12 ( 3 1 . 6 ; 9 ( 2 3 . 7 ; 5 ( 1 3 . 1 - ; 14 ( 3 6 . 8 ; 9 ( 2 3 . 7 ; 
1 ( 2 . 6 ; 1 ( 2 . 6 ; 1 ( 2 . 6 ; i ( 2 . 6 ; 1 ( 2 . 6 ; 1 ( 2 . 5 ; 
- ( - ; 1 - ( 2 . 6 ; 2 ( 5 . 3 ; 1 ( 2 . 6 ; 1 ( 2 . 6 ; 3 ( 7 . 9 ; 
38 ( 1 0 0 ; 38 ( 1 0 0 ; 38 ( 1 0 0 ; 38 (100 J 38 ( 1 0 0 ; 38 ( 1 0 0 ) Total 
li: 
SS^iS-S2j_3i2_.7 
C a t e g o r y I I I , ' A b o v e 45 y e a r s ' N = 50 
Decision 
jpects 
Who 
decided 
No. {%) No. {%) No. {.%) Ho. i%J No. {%. 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
8 ( 1 6 ; 
24 ( 4 8 ; 
15 ( 3 0 ; 
3 ( 6 ; 
- ( - ; 
6 ( 1 2 ; 
20 ( 4 0 ; 
19 ( 3 8 ; 
5 d o ; 
- ( - ; 
7 ( 1 4 ; 
25 ( 5 0 ; 
13 ( 2 6 ; 
5 d o ; 
- ( - ; 
8 ( 1 6 ; 
27 ( 5 4 ; 
9 ( 1 8 ; 
6 ( 1 2 ; 
- {-) 
1 5 ( 3 0 ; 
15 ( 3 0 ; 
18 ( 3 6 ; 
2 ( 4 ; 
- ( - ; 
11 ( 2 2 ; 
23 ( 4 6 ; 
12 ( 2 4 ; 
4 ( s ; 
- ( - ; 
T o t a l 50 ( 1 0 0 ; 50 ( 1 0 0 ; 50 ( 1 0 0 ; 50 ( 1 0 0 ; 50 ( 1 0 0 ; 50 ( 1 0 0 ; 
Table No. 3.2.8 
Product- -Crockery 
Qualificationwise classification of the pattern of influence category I, 
'Higher Secondary and Below' N = 29 
Decision 
Who 
decided 
Purchase 
timings 
No. ^ (%; 
Brand Make/ Colour/ Amount Store/ 
selection style design to be dealer 
selection selection spent selection 
N o . 2 ("/»'' N o . 2 (%; N o . ^ (%; N o . g (%; N o . g (%; 
1 .Only husband 7 (24.i; 4 (13.8; 5 (17.2; 6 (20.7; 13 (44.8; 9 (3i; 
decided 
2.0nly wife 17 (58.6; 17 (58.6J 18 (62; 16 (55.2; 11 (37.9; 14 (48.3) 
decided 
3.Both husband 3 (10.3; 5 (17.2; 3 (10.3; 4 (13.8; 4 (13.8; 4 (13.8; 
and wife 
decided 
4.Children 2 (6.9; 3 (10.3; 3 (10.3) 3 (10.3; 1 (3.4; 2 (6.9) 
decided 
5 .Any other - ( - ; - ( - ; - ( - ; - ( - ; - ( - ; - ( - ; 
decided 
Total 29 (100; 29 (100; 29 (100; 29 (100; 29 (100) 29 (100) 
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tmiB No. 3.2.9 
Category II, Graduates N = 35 
D e c i s i o n 
^as p a c t s 
Who 
d e c i d e d ' 
N o . i%) N o . i%) N o . {%) N o . {%) N o . (%) N o . i%) 
1 2 - 3 4 5 6 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
9 ( 2 5 . 7 ; 9 ( 2 5 . 7 J 7 ( 2 0 ) 7 ( 2 0 ; 
16 ( 4 5 - ; 7 ; 1 4 ( 4 0 ; 19 ( 5 4 . 3 ) 22 ( 6 2 . 8 ) 
8 ( 2 2 . 8 ) 11 ( 3 1 . 4 ) 8 ( 2 2 . 8 ) 4 ( 1 1 . 4 ) 
- ( - ; - ( - ) - ( - ) 1 ( 2 . 9 ) 
2 ( 5 . 7 ) 1 ( 2 . 9 ) 1 ( 2 . 9 ) 1 ( 2 . 9 ) 
13 ( 3 7 . 1 ) 11 ( 3 1 . 4 ) 
9 ( 2 5 . 7 ) 14 ( 4 0 ) 
12 ( 3 4 . 3 ) 7 ( 2 0 ) 
- ( - . - ( - ) 
1 ( 2 . 9 ) 3 ( 8 . 6 ) 
T o t a l 35 ( 1 0 0 ) 35 ( 1 0 0 ) 35 ( 1 0 0 ) 35 ( 1 0 0 ) 35 ( 1 0 0 ) 35 ( 1 0 0 ) 
T a b l e N o . 3 . 2 . 1 0 
C a t e g o r y I I I , ' P o s t - g r a d u a t e s and a b o v e ' N = 41 
D e c i s i o n 
j s p e c t s 
Who 
d e c i d e d 
No (%) N o . (%) N o . (%) N o . (%) N o . (%) N o . (%) 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
2 ( 4 . 9 ) 1 ( 2 . 4 ) 1 ( 2 . 4 ) 1 ( 2 . 4 ) 3 ( 7 . 3 ) 4 ( 9 . 7 ) 
18 ( 4 3 . 9 ) 16 ( 3 9 ) 22 ( 5 3 . 6 ) 26 ( 6 3 . 4 ) 13 ( 3 1 . 7 ) 19 ( 4 6 . 3 ) 
19 ( 4 6 . 3 ) 21 ( 5 1 . 2 ) 1 4 ( 3 4 . 1 ) 1 1 ( 2 6 . 8 ) 23 ( 5 5 ) 14 ( 3 4 . 1 ) 
2 ( 4 . 9 ) 3 ( 7 . 3 ) 3 ( 7 . 3 ) 3 ( 7 . 3 ) 2 ( 4 . 9 ) 3 ( 7 . 3 ) 
- ( - ^ - ( - ) 1 ( 2 . 4 ) - ( - ) - ( - ) 1 ( 2 . 4 ) 
T o t a l 41 ( 1 0 0 ) 41 ( 1 0 0 ) 41 ( 1 0 0 ; 41 ( 1 0 0 ) 41 ( 1 0 0 ) 41 ( 1 0 0 ) 
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a^ble__No_._3_.2_.ll 
Incomewise classification of the pattern of influence Category I 
•Below Rs.2000' N = 58 
Decision 
?cts 
Who 
decide 
Purchase 
timinas 
i%) 
Brand Make/ Colour/ Amount Store/ 
selection style design to be dealer 
selection selection spent selection 
No. {%) No. C%; No. {%) No. {%) No. {%) 
2 3 4 5 6 
l.Only bus- 9 (15.5; 8 (13.8J 8 (13.8; 9 (15.5; 16 (27.6; 14 (24.i; 
band 
decided 
2 .Only wife 31 (53.4; 28 (48.3) 32 (55.2; 32 (55.2; 21 (36.2; 28 (48.3; 
decided 
3.Both hus- 13 (22.4; 15 (25.9; 10 (17.2; 10 (17.2; 17 (29.3) 9 (15.5) 
band and 
wife 
decided 
4.Children 4 (6.9; 6 (10.3; 6 (10.3; 6 (10.3; 3 (5.2; 5 (8.6) 
decided 
S.Any other 1 (1.7; 1 (1.7; 2 (3.4; 1 (1.7; 1 (1.7; 2 (3.4; 
decided 
Total 58 (loo; 58 (loo; 58 (100; 58 (loo; 58 (loo; 58 (loo; 
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Table No. 3 .2 .12 
Category I I , 'Rs .2000-Rs.3000' N = 37 
Decision 
i spec ts 
Who 
decided 
No, {•%) N o . (%J N o . i%) N o . (%; N o . {%) N o . (%) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
8 ( 2 1 . 6 ; 5 ( 1 3 . 5 ) 4 ( 1 0 . S ; 5 ( 1 3 . 5 ^ 11 ( 2 9 . 7 J 8 (21.6<) 
15 ( 4 0 . 5 ; 13 ( 3 5 . 1 ) 19 ( 5 1 . 3 ) 24 ( 6 4 . 9 ) 6 ( 1 6 . 2 J 12 ( 3 2 . 4 ) 
14 ( 3 7 . 8 ) 19 ( 5 1 . 3 ) 14 ( 3 7 . 8 ) 8 ( 2 1 . 6 ) 20 ( 5 4 ) 15 ( 4 0 . 5 ) 
- ( - ) - ( - ) - ( - ) - ( - ) - ( - ) - ( - ) 
- ( - ) - ( - ; - ( - ) - ( - ) - ( - ) 2 (5 .4 ) 
To ta l 37 (100) 37 (100) 37 (100) 37 (100) 37 (100) 37 (100) 
Table No. 3 .2 .13 
Category III, 'Above Rs. 3000* N = 10 
Decision 
spects 
Who 
decided 
No. (%) No. (%) 
1 2 
No. {%) No. (%; No. (%) No. (%) 
3 4 5 6 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
1 (10) 
6 (60) 
3 (30) 
- (-) 
- (-) 
1 (10) 
6 (60) 
3 (30) 
- (-) 
- (-) 
1 (10) 
8 (80) 
1 (10) 
- (-) 
- (-) 
- (-) 
8 (80) 
1 (10) 
1 (10) 
- (-) 
2 (20) 
6 (60) 
2 (20) 
- (-) 
- {") 
2 (20) 
7 (70) 
1 (10) 
- (-) 
- (-; 
Total 10 (100) 10 (100) 10 (100) 10 (100) 10 (100) 10 (100) 
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CHAPTER_IV 
SUMMARY_AND_CgNCLySigN 
The present study was intended to identify the Decision 
Making Units (DMUsJ for Television (a consumer durable itemJ and 
crockeirY (a consumer semi-durable itemj. The identification of 
DMUs for these products was deemed relevant as the purchase decision 
for these products was thought to involve many family members. Not 
only did the interaction among various family members differ with 
regard to different products and product categories but it was 
thought that it differed among various purchase decision aspects 
for the same product. It was also thought that the pattern of 
buying decision making will be different in different families 
depending on education, age, occupation and income of their members. 
In case of a T.V. purchase it was found that the actual 
purchase was dominated by husbands alone (33 cases) and along with 
their wives jointly (27 cases) and accompanied by some other person 
(8 cases), wife alone went to purchase the T.V. in only 4 cases. 
Children played a much higher role in actual purchase than did 
wives alone (9 cases). Others made the actual purchase in 19 cases. 
In case of crockery it was both husband and wife jointly 
who made the actual purchase in maximum number of cases (37), wife 
alone decided in 27 cases whereas husbands alone decided in 18 
cases. So it can be said that wife's role was predominant than 
that of husbands. Children and others made the actual purchase in 
3 cases each. 
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Purchase decision in case of T.V. was predominantly 
influenced, on an average, by husbands alone (46.2%J and jointly 
with wives (33%^. Wife decided alone in 5.4% whereas children and 
others decided in 7.2% and 8.2% respectively. The percentage 
influence by husband, wife, children and others, however, differed 
with respect to different decision aspects. For example husbands 
dominance was found to be maximum in case of Store/Dealer selection 
(54.3%J whereas it was minimum in case of purchase timings (37.1%^. 
Only wife's influence was found to be maximiim in case of design 
selection (12.4<I. This, supports Davis* proposition that women's 
role is significant in case of decision aspects involving expressive 
aspects rather than in case of decision aspects involving functional 
aspects like Brand selection. In case of brand selection wife's 
dominance was observed to be minimum (0.9%^. Joint decisions were 
observed to be maxim\im in case of purchase timings (43,8% J and 
minimum in case of Store/Dealer selection (19%J. On the other hand 
children's influence in deciding about the purchase timing is 
minimum (4.8%) and maximum in case'of Store/Dealer selection (8.6%). 
Other's role was found to be maximum in case of Brand selection 
(14.3%). Other's advice is sought in this regard to reduce the 
risk associated with a wrong brand selection. On the other hand 
others have little role in the decision of amount to be spent (3.8%). 
The pattern of buying decision making also varied with regard 
to different socio-economic factors like age, education, occupation 
and income of respondents. Occupationwise analysis revealed that 
on an average husband's dominance was highest in service class (53%) 
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and lowest in teaching class (32.5%^. Wife's dominance was found 
to be significant in business class only (16.7%J, In case of 
teaching class no case of wife's decision was observed, whereas in 
other two occupational groups wife's dominance was quite low. 
Children did not play any role in case of teaching class whereas 
their role in case of business, service and professional group was 
10.5%, 6.2% and 3% respectively. Other's role was found to be 
maximum in case of professional group (20.6%J and minimum in case 
of business class (2.6%^. In case of teaching class others did 
not play any role. 
Agewise it was found that husband's dominance was highest 
in the young age group (54,9%J and lowest in the middle age group 
(44.3%-). Wife's dominance, on the other hand was highest in the 
middle age group (9.6%J and lowest in the old age group. Maximum 
joint decisions were found in the middle age group (38.2%J and 
minimum in the young age group (24.5%;. Children's role was observed 
only in the old age group (15%,), Other's role was highest in the 
young age group (16.7%J and lowest in the old age group (5.6%-). 
Educationwise it was found that husband's dominance was 
maximum (60%,) in case of graduates and minimum in case of post-
graduates and above (35%J. Wife's dominance was highest in case of 
higher secondary and below (11,5%,) and lowest in case of graduates 
(2.4%-). Maximum joint decisions were observed in case of post-
graduates and above (53,7%J and minimum in case of higher secondary 
and below (13.8%J. This shows an increasing trend in joint decisions 
with increasing educational qualification of husbands. Children's 
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role was inaxira\im in case of higher secondary and below (20.1%) and 
minimum in case of graduates (1.4%;. Other's role, on the other 
hand, was highest in case of graduates (11.9%-) and lowest in case 
of post-graduates and above (4.9%J. 
Incomewise analysis revealed that husband's dominance was 
maximixm in case of middle income group and minimum in case of 
upper income group (41.8%^. Wife's dominance was maximum in lower 
income group (6.954J and minimxam in case of middle income group 
{2.1%). Maximum joint decisions were observed in case of middle 
income group (39.6%^ and minimum in case of lower income group (29%J, 
Children's dominance was highest in case of lower income group 
(8.6%J and lowest in middle income group (4%J. Others played a 
significant role in old age group while their role was insignificant 
in middle income group (2.7%). 
Purchase decision in case of crockery was predominantly 
influenced, on an average, by wife alone (48.2%; and together with 
husband (27.8%). Husband decided alone in 17.7% cases whereas 
children and others decided in 5.1% and 1.2% cases respectively. 
The percentage influence by husband, wife, children and others, 
however, differed with respect to different decision aspects. For 
example husband's dominance was highest in case of amount to be 
spent decision and minimum in case of Colour/Design selection 
(14.3%;. On the other hand wife's dominance was highest in Colour/ 
Design selection (60.9%; and minimum in case of Amount to be Spent 
decision (31.4%;. Joint decision was maximum in case of Amount to 
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be Spent decision (37.1%J and minimum in Colour/Design selection 
(18.1%j. Children's role was highest in colour/design selection 
{6.1%) and minimum in case of Amount to be Spent decision (2.8%J. 
It should be remembered that children in this case were female 
children so it can be deduced that they were concerned Vvfith 
expressive values only. Other's role was insignificant in all 
decision aspects. 
The pattern of buying decision making also varie'^ with 
regard to different socio-economic factors. Occupationwise analysis 
revealed that wife's dominance was highest in business class (S7%j 
and lowest in teaching class (35.8%J. Husband's dominance was 
highest in professional group (31.4%) and lowest in teaching class 
(1.7%). Maximum joint decisions were observed in teaching class 
(62.5%; and minimum in business class (13.1%J. Children's role v/as 
only observed in service and business classes (8.8% and 5.3% res-
pectively; . Other's role was maximum in business class (5.3%J and 
minimum in service class (0.7%J. 
Agevjise it was found that wife's dominance was highest in 
middle age group (55.8%) and lowest in young age group (40.2%;^ 
Husband's dominance was highest in youna age group (27.4%) and 
lowest in middle age group (12.7%). Maximum joint decisions v/ere 
observed in younc age group (30.4%; and minim.um in middle age aroup 
(25.4%). In contrast joint decisions were m.aximum in this age group 
for Television. Children's role showed an increasing trend with 
increasing age. Others role was observed only in young and middle 
age groups (2% and 3.5% respectively). 
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Educationwise analysis revealed that wife's dominance was 
highest in case of higher secondary and below (53.4%) and minimvim 
in case of graduates (44.7%J. Husband's dominance was highest in 
case of higher secondary and below and lowest in case of post-grad«kflltcA 
and above (25.4% and 4.8% respectivelyJ. Joint decisions showed 
an increasing trend with increasing educational qualifications of 
husbands from 13.2% to 23.8% to 41.5% in the three educational 
groups. This in conjunction with decision making for Television 
proves that education is the most important factor for joint decisions. 
Children's role v;as highest in higher secondary and below and lowest 
in graduates (0.5%-). Others role was observed only in case of 
graduates and postgraduates and above (4.3% and 0.8% respectively). 
Incomewise it was found that wife's dominance was highest 
in upper income group (68.3%) and lowest in middle income group 
(40.1%). Husband's dominance was highest in middle income group 
(18.5%) and lowest in upper income group (11.7%). Maximum joint 
decisions were observed in middle income group (40.5%) and minimum 
in upper income group. Children's role was found only in lower and 
upper income groups (8.6% and 1.7% respectively). Whereas others 
role was found only in lower and middle income groups (2.3% and 
0.9% respectively). 
HYPOTHESIS_RECONSIDERED 
H - 1.1. The purchase decisions made by husbands account for 
46.2% of all decisions to buy T.V. If joint decisions are equally 
apportioned over husband and wife, another 16.5% of decisions may be 
\_{Z) y-^ 
said to have been made by husbands. This works out at 62.7% of 
decisions being made by husbands. Hence, H-1.1. which states that 
husbands play a predominant role in making decisions for buying 
Television stands tested and proved. 
H - 1.2. According to the data the actual purchase of T.V. 
was done by husbands in 31.4% cases. If joint shopping is apportioned 
equally over husband and wife, it works out at 43.9% of buying being 
done by husbands and 18% by wives. Therefore the hypothesis that 
both husband and wife jointly dominate the actual shopping is 
disproved because joint decisions account for only 31.4% whereas 
husband's dominance accounts for 43.4%. 
H - 2.1. The purchase decisions made by wives account for 
48.2% of all decisions to buy crockery. If joint decisions are 
equally apportioned over husband and wife, another 13.9% of decisions 
may be said to have been made by wives. This works out at 62.1% of 
decisions being made by wives. Hence, H-2.1. which states that 
wives play a predominant role in making decisions for buying 
crockery stands tested and proved. 
H - 2.2, According to the data the actual purchase of 
crockery was done by wives in 25.7% cases. If joint shopping is 
apportioned equally over husband and wife, it works out at 43.31% 
of buying being done by wives and 34.75% by husbands. Therefore, 
the hypothesis that wives play a predominant role in the actual 
purchase of crockery stands tested and proved. 
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H - 3,1. The study has proved it tHat the pattern of 
btiying decision making varies greatly between income groups, 
age groups, between families of different profession with 
different literary standards. The extent of variation can be 
seen in Tables 4.1, 4,2, 4.3 and 4,4. 
H - 3.2. The study has also proved that the extent of 
influence by husband, wife and children varies between different 
aspects of purchase decision. The extent of this variation 
can be found in table 2.1 and 3.2. The variation revealed by 
these tables, lends support to our hypothesis. Thus, H-3.2 
stands tested and proved. 
T§^iS«S2i«*Jti 
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iS2-t2-S£2^S52i22 
§££Y^£S-2i§S2 
. (Percen tages^ 
T .V. , Crockery 
1. Only husband decided 
2 , Only wife decided 
3, Both husband and wife decided 
4, Children decided 
5, Any other decided 
5 3 . 0 
4 . 4 
26 .9 
6.2* 
9 . 5 
1 8 . 7 
5 2 . 4 
1 9 . 4 
8 . 8 
0 . 7 
100.0 100.0 
^2§2l2iS9_2i2£5 
1. Only husband decided 
2. Only wife decided 
3. Both husband and wife decided 
4. Children decided 
5. Any other decided 
3 2 . 5 
-
6 7 . 5 
1 . 7 
3 5 . 8 
6 2 . 5 
100.0 100.0 
1. Only husband decided 
2. Only wife decided 
3. Both husband and wife decided 
4. Children decided 
5. Any other decided 
5 1 . 8 
1 6 . 7 
1 8 . 4 
1 0 . 5 
2 . 6 
1 9 . 3 
5 7 . 0 
1 3 . 1 
5 . 3 
5 . 3 
100.0 100.0 
Professional__Grou2 
1. Only husband decided 
2. Only wife decided 
3. Both htiSband and wife decided 
4« Children decided 
§• Any other decided 
48 .0 
2 . 0 
2 6 . 4 
3 . 0 
2 0 . 6 
0 0 . 0 
3 1 . 4 
3 9 . 2 
2 7 . 4 
-
2 . 0 
1 0 0 . 0 
l'^5 
Average £elative_influence__of_six_decision_asgects 
classified_according_to^Age' 
§®i2if_2§_YS§£5 
T .V. Crockery 
Only husband decided 54,9 27.4 
Only wife decided 3.9 40.2 
Both husband and wife decided 24.5 30.4 
Children decided 
Any other decided 16.7 2.0 
100 ,0 100 .0 
3 5__years_-_45_Y®5£5 
Only husband decided 
Only wife decided 
Both husband and wife decided 
Children decided 
Any other decided 
100 .0 100 .0 
Only husband decided 
Only wife decided 
Both husband and wife decided 
Children decided 
Any other decided 
100 .0 100 .0 
44 .3 
9 . 6 
3 8 . 2 
-
7 . 9 
1 2 . 7 
5 5 . 8 
2 5 . 4 
2 . 6 
3 . 5 
45 .0 
2 . 7 
3 1 . 7 
1 5 . 0 
5 . 6 
1 8 . 3 
4 4 . 7 
2 8 . 7 
8 . 3 
~ 
£iS£Siii?^_§£S2£§i22_i2_QiJ§ii£i2Sti22 
Si9liS£_§§S2S^SEZ_S2^-§Si2!i 
(Percentages) 
T .V. Crockery 
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Only husband decided 
Only wife decided 
Both husband and wife decided 
Children decided 
Any other decided 
46 .0 
1 1 . 5 
1 3 . 8 
2 0 . 1 
8 . 6 
2 5 . 4 
5 3 . 4 
1 3 . 2 
8 . 0 
_ 
100.0 100.0 
Graduates 
Only husband decided 
Only wife decided 
Both husband and wife decided 
Children decided 
Any other decided 
6 0 . 0 
2 . 4 
2 4 . 3 
1 . 4 
1 1 . 9 
2 6 . 7 
4 4 . 7 
2 3 . 8 
0 . 5 
4 . 3 
100.0 100.0 
?25^3£5^iJ§t®S_§S§«§^2YS 
Only husband decided 
Only wife decided 
Both husband and wife decided 
Children decided 
Any other decided 
3 5 . 0 
3 . 6 
5 3 . 7 
2 . 8 
4 . 9 
4 . 8 
4 6 . 4 
4 1 . 5 
6 . 5 
0 . 8 
100.0 100.0 
Table No. 4,4 
Average relative_influence_of_six__decision__asgects_ 
Below Rs. 2000 
(Percentages) 
T.V. Crockery 
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Only husband decided 
Only wife decided 
Both husband and wife decided 
Children decided 
Any other decided 
4 5 . 1 
6 . 9 
2 9 . 0 
8 . 6 
1 0 . 4 
1 8 . 4 
4 9 . 4 
2 1 . 3 
8 . 6 
2 . 3 
100.0 100.0 
Only husband decided 
Only wife decided 
Both husband and wife decided 
Children decided 
Any other decided 
5 1 . 0 
2 . 7 
3 9 . 6 
4 . 0 
2 . 7 
1 8 . 5 
4 0 . 1 
4 0 . 5 
-
0 . 9 
100.0 100.0 
d^2Y£_5ii_3Q92 
Only husband decided 
Only wife decided 
Both husband and wife decided 
Children decided 
Any other decided 
4 1 . 7 
6 . 7 
2 8 . 3 
8 . 3 
1 5 . 0 
1 1 . 7 
6 8 . 3 
1 8 . 3 
1 . 7 
•— 
100.0 100.0 
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Annexture-*A' Questionaire 
Role of Family in Constxmer Purchase Decision-Making 
Dear Sir/Madam/ 
The present survey is in connection with my dissertation 
work on the above topic, which is to be sxibmited in partial 
fulfilment for the award of the degree of Master of Business 
Administration, I will be grateful if you answer the following 
questions. The information supplied by you will strictly be used 
for academic purposes. 
M.D. Mattoo 
Department of Business Administratis 
Aliqarh Muslim University 
Aligarh. 
Background Data 
Mr/Mrs (Ij Name 
(2) Address -
(3; Native Place - - - - -
( 4J Age Group (please tickJ-
(a) Below 25 years 
(b; 25 - 35 years 
(c-* 35 - 45 years 
id) More .than 45 years 
(5; Educational Qualification • 
(Please tickj 
(aJ Below Higher Secondary 
ih) Higher Secondary 
Husband Wife 
•Husband Wife 
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(c-) Graduate 
(dJ Post-graduate 
(e J Ph.D. 
if) Others (please specify^ 
(6; Occupation (please tickj Husband Wife 
(a) Service 
{h) Business 
(c^ Profession (please specify) ' 
(d^ Any other (please specify) 
(7) Average monthly income 
(a) Upto Rs. 1,000 
(b) Rs. 1,001 - 2,000 
(c) Rs. 2,001 - 3,000 
(d) Rs. 3,001 and above 
(8) Do you prepare a monthly budget for your household 
expenditure 
Yes/No 
(9 J If yes, please tick as to who prepares the budget. 
(a) The husband alone. 
(b) The wife alone. 
(c) Both husband and wife. 
(d) Both husband and wife in consultation with other 
family members. 
(e) Any other. 
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Information_on_T^V_. 
Respondent ', Husband/wife 
(IJ When did you buy your T.V. 
{2) What factors weighed in your decision to by a T.V, 
(3J 
(4; 
(5; 
What is the brand name and model of your T.V. 
{a.) Brand (b> Model 
Who actually-Went to buy the T.V.? 
(a; Husband (b) Wife 
(c; Both husband and wife 
(d^ Husband, wife accompanied by other personCsJ. 
ie) Any other. 
Please tick your answer relating to the decision of the 
following aspect I 
Only Only wife Both Husband Wife Other 
husband decided husband influen- influenced influenced 
decided and wife ced the the the 
decided decision decision decision 
equally 
ia) Purchase 
timing 
(bJ Brand 
selection 
(cj Model and 
, , size 
_ ^  selection 
<di Colour/ 
J Besign 
selection 
(e^ Amount to 
, be spent 
it) Store/ 
e^itler 
selection 
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{6) Did you buy your T.V. from ;-
(a^ Departmental store , 
(bJ Retail shop 
ic) Any other 
(7J What factors were considered in selecting the dealer/store ? 
(aJ Nearness of the store. 
(b^ Reputation of the store. 
(cJ Acquintance with the store owner. 
(d) A particular brand carried by the store. 
- ie) Availability of credit facilities. 
if) Efficient after sales service. 
(gj As suggested by friends. 
ih) Any other factor (please specify^. 
iQ) How did you finance your T.V. set I 
ia) Out of past savings (cash payments. 
(b^ By paying in instalments. 
(c; Any other. 
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52 ^ 2 5D§ t i22 _2S_9£2 2?S§^ 
(Crockery includes Tea set. Coffee set. Cups and Plates etc.^ 
(1) When did you buy crockery last ? 
(2J What factors weighed in your decision to purchase the 
crockery ? 
(3) What is the brand name of the corckery purchased ? : 
(4^ Who actually went to buy the crockery 
(aJ Husband (bJ Wife ic) Both husband and wife 
(dJ Husband, wife accompanied by other person(sJ. 
(5^ Please tick your answer relating to the decision of the 
following aspects I 
Only Only Both Husband Wife Other 
husband wife husband influen- influen- influenced 
decided decided and wife ced the ced the the decision 
decided decision decision 
equally 
(1) Purchase 
timings 
(2) Srand 
selection 
(3; Style 
(Plastic/ 
Glass/China 
ware J 
selection 
( 4; Colour/ 
Design 
selection 
(5) Amount to 
. be spent 
(6J §ix>re 
. dealer 
Selection 
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(.6) Did you buy t h e <5ir®i5360i?y from ',-
(a) Departmental store 
(b^ Super Bazar 
{c) Retail shop 
(d) Any other 
(7^ What factors were considered in selecting the store/shop. 
(a^ Nearness of the store 
(b^ Reputation of the store 
ic) Special style available at the store. 
(dJ Availability of credit facility, 
ie) Special discount offered by the store. 
(fj As suggested by friends. 
ig) Any other (please specify<). 
(8^ How did you finance the crockery ? 
(a.) Out of past savings. 
(b^ By paying in instalments. 
ic) Any other. 
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